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POLICY RESEARCH REPORT

A Policy Research Report is an official document of the Educational Policy

Research Center. It presents results of work directed toward specific reséarch

objectives, The report is a comprehensive treatment of the objcctxvu scope,
methodology, data, analyses, and conclusions, and presents the background,
practical significance, and technical’ mtorm'mon :equnred for a complete and
full understanding of the research activity. The rcport is designed to be directly

-

RESEARCGH MEMORANDUM

-

A Research Memorandum s a ,wdfking paper that presents the results of work

in progress. The purpose of the Rescarch Memorandum s to invite comment on’
- research .in progress. 11 is'a comprehensive treatment of a single resgrch area

or of a facet of a resedrch arca within a larger field of study. The Mem randym

‘presents the background, objectives, scope, summary, and congclusions, as well

as method and approach, in a condensed form. Since it:presents views and con-
clusions dmw.l during the progress of research actlvny it may be expandul or
modllw(l in thc light of fuxthcr research.

"RESEARCH NOTE

A Research Note is a working paper that presents the restlts of study related to
a single phase or factor of a rescarch problem. It also may present prelmnmrv

“exploration of an educational policy issue or aif interim report which may later

appear as a-lurger study/The purpose of the Rescarch Note is to instigatc dis~
cussion and criticism. It presents the concepts, findings, and/or conclusions of
the author. It may be altered, expanded, or withdrawm al any tinig.
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- different characteristics attending various types of institutions.

/

‘large number of assumptions.

SUMMARY
S 3 |
Until recently, few data have’ been available to. describe the actual
distribution of federal financial aid funds across” states to students with
' “With
the availability of disaggregated data, for the fiscal year 1972-73, it
has been possiblle, for the first time, to examine in detail the distri-

\

bution of federal student aid program dollars. The purpose,of the simu-
lation model presented in this report is to provide an effective means

of organizing these extensive data in a way that is useful for evaluating.“
the distribution of current federal programs and for estimating changes

in the aid distribution likely to result from student aid program modi-

fications. ' A : . 4 .

The]simulation'model described'in this report is designed as an ex-

- ploratory ‘tool for examining the, sensitivity of stuadent aid distributions

to alternative student aid program specifications.: As is usually.the

case, a major utility of such models is the understanding of the complex~

ities of the system being modeled that is gained during thevprocess of
developing the model. Model building for postsecondary education is ex=
tremely primitive at this time, and any -such model is developed'around a

For these reasons, this report describes

the marny aspects of the postsecondary education system that were‘analyzed

as having an effect on the distribution of federal student aid, and in- ‘
lx

dicates the types of assumotions that had to be nade.
g - \r

In addition to "the descriptidn of the elements of the postsecondary

education system included in the simulation model, this report presénts

, four analyses of specific federal student aid'program modifications and

the likely change that would result invthe distribution of ‘aid across

i1 L.
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states and institutional and family income categories. These analyses

illustrate the usefulness of such~a model as a means of effectively orga-

niZing the massive amOunt of data available for policy analysis purposes.

From the experience gained during the development and use of the

-simulation model; four conclusions were reached that should be highlighted
‘before the discussion. of the model and the student aid program analyses.
" First, disaggregation of the data and analysis by state is an extremely -

- important and necessary component of federal student aid program analyses.

Many of the dimensions ,0f student aid programs are of such a nature that -
when applied only to national aggregate data, the results and policy im-

plications can be very misleading. This conclusion is very clearly illus-

" trated with the policy-analyses described later in this report. ..

i

. Second, distributions of federal student aid program dollars»gener-v
ated on the bfsis of the intent of the law (as.interpreted from'the legis-
lation) differ’significantly from the actual distributions of these funds
across states and across Institutional and income categories., This obser-
vation suggests that student aid simulation techniques based on legal

descriptions of the aid programs must be carefully validated with actual

_distribution data. Many institutional and student behavioral factors

significantly influence the distribution of student aid but cannot be
estimated very well with currently available data. At least the net

effect of all these institutional and student factors can be measured for

the first time with the data base constructed for this study. [N

‘ Third, with'the.data now available and with the analytical tools

developed, incremental changes to present institutional-based federal

' vtudent aid programsAcan be evaluated with a significant degree of confi<

dence. Moreover, with the level of detail in the analysis, even program

vspecifications that are quite different from existing institutional-~ baséd

programs can be evaluated with a high degree of confidence, since many‘of

the program components are similar to components of current and past pro-

" grams.

iv . )
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Fourth, as more data ‘become available and, as more research is done,
many of the factors in this model'that are‘currently based on assumption .

i ‘ can_then be based on more specific information; 'Also policy issues

W

change over. time, so that the structure of the model will need to be modi~

‘fied. Therefore, th1s type of model w111 undergo continual revision and

n

. 'poss1b1y evén an overﬂil change in structure. Only. through such change

and the 1ncorporation of new data can such models be of use for policy

)

analysis. o .
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PREFACE

& . : <

«
a

Thls flow of funds model has been deyeloped in response to a serles
of student aid policy questlons posed by the’ Office of Ehe Deputy Assis-
tant Secretary for Edueatlon (Policy Development) in the Deoartment of
‘Health, Educatlon, and Welfare.

The main policy report from the research

effort is. titled Student A1d Descrlptlon -and Opthns by,John Lee, Daryl

Carlson, Jerry Davis, and Ann Hershberger. In that volume a student aid

policy evaluation'model is described which utlllZes the simulation model

developed in this report to provide estlmates of student. aid dlstrlbutlons

.
.

“ 14
for alternative student ald programs. ’

The author of thls report is an ass1stant professor 1nuthe Depart=-

ment oF Agrlcultural Economlcs, Univers1ty of California, . Dav1s, Cali-

e . .
fornia; L . - “

a . B g : - S
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.” 1 DESIGN OF THE MODEL

‘The ConceptualvFrdmework . : o .

The current system of financial assistance For students aLtending

institutions of higher education is extremely complex. F1ve Offdce of

+

Educatibn programs,” two other major federal programs,

¥

and a large - s

 number of state’student-aid programs® provide fundsvto_eollege students.

i ) In addition, colleges and universities‘use substantial_amounts of their:ff
. own resources to assist students financiaIly.§ Eachbof these programs

S has been designed to aid certain categories of individuals in pursuing

LY

¢ their co]lege education. The success or failure of ‘these student aid\

. programs 1is cLill largely undetermined, “although several interesting

evaluatior studies have been undertaken.‘

-
L . .

*
.
a »

Ak : . o ’ L : '

Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG), Supplemental Eddcational %

ot Opportunity Grants {SEOG), College Work Study (CWS), Natlonal Direct
SLudent Loans (NDSL), -and Guaranteed Student*Loans (G3L).

” . TThe G.I. Bill prov1ded $2 6 billion of student aid during 1974~75, and
Soc1a1 Security benefits provided $856 million for student assistance

-

¥ - ©ont - i
During 1974-75, there was & total of’62 student.aid programs in 38 states

as reported in the annual‘survey of the- Natiomal AssociaLion of State
Scholarship Programs. . - o S ’ o
§As calculated from the 1972-73 Fiscal _Operation's Reports of ‘the Office

of Education, DHEW, institutions used over §$1 billion of their own funds

for student aid. . :

Ko P . . o~

L]N. Friedman, "The\Federal: Educational Opportunity Grant Program: A
Status Report, Fiscal Year 1970," Bureau of Applied Sodial Research,
s - Columbia University, <1971; N. Friedman, L. Sanders, and J. Thompson, v
"The Federal College Work-Study‘Frogram: - A Status Report,'Fiscal Year
1971, Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1973;
"National Survey of Institutions Participating in the NDSL Program,"
‘Educational Testing Service, 1974} :
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Although the distribution process for student aid funds is extremely
complicated;fit should be fairly easy to determine how the aid dollars

are distributed since 1egislation for the programs provides several.rules;

"regulations, and guidelines for awarding financ1a1 aid. ) However, . the

-

ractual distributions are greatly influenced by the behavior “of students

‘and -various individuals Withln the colleges and universities.

The basic approach for this analysis has been to develop a simula-

tion model that describes the actual student aid distributiorn; process as

" closely as possible, given currently availlable data and limited under-

standing of the behaw}oral factors involved. Although simulation mddels.
JEor poiicy‘analysis have been criticized,* they can be a useful means' of
’piecing together, as quantitatively as possible, many of the complex _
interrelatiOnships involved in the distribution of student aid. " The sim-~
ulation model developed here is designed to calculate the distribution d
of federal student aid dol1ars by state, type of Jnstitution, and family
income categories for alternative spec1f1cations of the student aid pro-
grams. The® simulation ‘model ‘has been struqtured so'that many of the

assumptions that have to be made can be easily changed, and so that’ the

€

. calculations can be revised on a different set of underlying assumptions.”

V

Two levels of modifications can be. made of the assumptions built into
the model. The first level is easily done through the input parameters
bf'thevmedel. These parameters ‘are'rdescribed’ 1n_deta11 at,the end of
this-chapter and require no special progranming‘skills.- The seeOnd ievel
Jrequires tbat changes be made in the computer program. Given the struc-

ture of the prdgram; éven these changes are fairly easy to make.

The simulation model is based on the assumptions that student aid

is distributed largely on the basis of financial need, and that student

N
.
: ¢ : : ;
\
. ‘
. . . .

i
1

1.
w

S. P..Dresch, "A Critique of Planning Models for Postsecondary Educa—
“tiony" Journal of Higher Education, Vol XLVI, No. 1, May/June 1973,
pp. 245 286. e

oy
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. students may be léft out. of the analgsis. .
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and institutional preferences strongly influence the actual aid distri-
butions. Financial need is a difficult concept to dcfin%g:and many alter-
natives can be used w1thin the structure of the simulation model. All the
major components of the student aid distribution process are descrihed'

in detail in this report: student financial need, financial aid officer
preferences, id%titutional competition for student aid funds, student

esponses and aid preferences, legislative regulations for student aid

pbrograms, and state distribution” procedures.

The dcsigb of the model is based on full-time equivalent (FTE) under-
graduate, degree -credit enrollment disaggregated by family income cate-
gories, institutlonal categories, and states for fiscal year 1972 73.

This year is currently the only one for which the most complete set of

“data can be assembled. Although FTE enrollment is most likely the best

. enrollment numbér to - use since part-time students are eligible.foramost
student aid programs on a reduced amount basis (to reflect their lower = ..
cost of attendance), the model is cOnstructed séuthatAfullrtime, part-time %

or headcount undergraduate, degree-credit enrollment can also be used as .
B \ . -y o

a base.

LU

For the purposes of distributino student a:d dependent and. 1nde~

‘-pendent students ‘(defined in Chapter fll) need to be treated differgntly.

However, the numhers and characteristics of~1ndependentvstudents are .

not well known. w1th present data sources; especially wikh respect to their. *-
student aid’ ellglblllty. The simulation model is designed with. three SR 2
options with respect to independent students. ‘First, the 1ndependent.

students may he-categorized across family_income'levels according to their
éross‘financialvneed and ‘tHen added with the dependent students{ Second,’l

the independent students may be categorized across family income lewels
2

in the same proportions as dependent students. Third, the independent

B
'
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Since the postsecondary ecucatlon environment is extremely d1verse
across the 50 ‘states, the model ‘hds been developed so that analyses can.
be run on all states 1nd1vxdua11y, on only one or selected states, or on

'nationai aggregate{data. State differences can‘be illustrated.in a number

. . _ Cm

of ‘ways: pe;centage of young ddults enrolled in higher education; mix

of institutions providing educational services; cost of attending college;
existence, size, and type of state student aid‘programs available; demo~
graphic and economic'characteristics;of the population- high school -
_graduatlon rates, and admission and student aid p011c1es of the insti-
tutlons.' Given such a diversity of factors, federal student aid programs

are likely to have dlfferent 1mpacts in eaeh of the states.

As a means of outlining'the overall structuré’)of the simulation -
model, Figure 1l presents a flow chart of the -basic components in the

model with a brief description of each block.

Measures of Student Financlal Need

Although all fedcral student aid programs are Lntended to asslst
students with financial need, it is not clear: how financial need, should
¢

he deflned and. measured to d1str1bute the federal a1d " For the purposes

of ‘this sLudy, the basmc definltlon of, financial need is:

"

! . A

| Gross financial need per studentAI equals i Total cost of attendance

,
~ minus

Expected parental contris=
bution

N
-

winus

LStudent self-help |

. v
fyA +
‘s .

Total cost of attendance reflects the 9~month budget for tuition

and fees, books, supplles, and 11V1ng expenses for an in-state Yesident:

.

-
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a. All the student aid program specifications

- . as well as many of the behavioral assumptions
Interactive - " built into the simulation model are inputted
 Simulation Input through a question-and-answer procedure on a

time-share”terminal (Ghapter I).

4

- ' . V E The basic student price response coefficients
' used in the model are from the Radner-Milley 4
o Read ] study*‘and from a recent analysis by Carlson.
Behavioral Coefficlents These coefficients are used in the calcula-
* . , tions described in Chapter III.
V All the enrollment, student aid, and insti-
tutional data by state are aggregated at the
. Read nation) level. Simulations can be run for
® : . ' National Data either the nation as a whole or for individual

states (Chapter TI describes the data base).

Data a#re available by type of institition for

* ’ i . V dependent students by family income categories.
and £3r independent students by their .own
Calculate,National income categories. Alternative procedures for
Base Enrollment ) ~ including or excluding independent students

are built into the model (Chapter III).

{ : . Ll

) S : ‘ . Utilizing the behavioral coefficients read in
1 B .
Caleulate National above and the enrollment ’pr"obabilirties from the
: ' national data, the price response-coefficientis
Price Response Goefficlents :
for tuition changes, ‘grants, loan, and work
o i e study aid‘ can be calculated (Chapter III)%:

. . &
! . ‘ . Since many federal student ald programs-have an
. - intermediate distribution to states hefore alloca~
v : * Calculate Intermediat® ) tions are made to instituLions and the students,
' State Distribution 3 a procedure has been included into thie model to
" determine these distributions on the basis;of

. saveral formulas (Chapter III). K -
e ————— deawam=~r=={ Begin loop over :,tates]------7--—-~\--------—----;-----—--' 2
. : r\- . J{ . - ) ‘ * ‘» X . & < »
’ * _ Read g All the .enrollment, student aid, and institu-
. tional data are in the data base (Chapter I1) for v
Data for State "1 4
. - . cnch state.
— N : &
! ) > * Data aré, available by type of institutien for
yp !
ke : ‘Galeulate B ’ dependent -and inc_iependent students for -each
B “a (“; ?oe sti wyn state. Alternative procedures for incl"ud:{.ng
nrol Lmen r State or excluding independent . studeiits are built
into the model (Chapter III). .
. Radner, R., and L. Miller, "Demand and Supply in U.S. Higher Education. o .
. R A Progress Report,'" Amerilcan Economic Rdview, May 1970. & :
' fCarlson, D., “Student Price esgonse Coefficients for Grants, LOans, 8
} ) Work-Study Aid, and Tuitién Changes: An Analysis of student Surveys;" .
A ’ »unpublished manuscript, Department of Agricultural Economics, Univ. of Lo
Calif. Davis, Movember 1974, ,
! - FIGURE 1 ANNOTATED FLOW CHART OF THE STMULATION MODEL i
R LI -
S > ) ,
oy 3 X,
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e o
) Y Utilizing the behavioral coefficiénts read in
Calcdlate Price Resp;nse - above and the enrgllment probabilities from
Goefficients For State MM the data for state '"i," the price response
coefficients fotr tuition changes, grants, loans,

and work Study can be calculated (Chapter III).

For calculating financial need as-a base to

'y - distribute student aldy; it is necessary to

: include alternative specifications of-aid " 4

/_Célcula:e . currently available by type of institution and N

_* Gurrent Ald parental income categbry. The model is L .
] developed to allow for alternative sets of aid . ’

“ ,- o : programs to be included in the calculation of

Financial need (Chapter III).

) \r Since the basic grant (BEOG) program is . v

A ' administered in a much different way than the- : he
Calculate Basic three institutional~based programs (SEO0G, NDSL, : -

Crant Distribution and CWS), a separate proceduse is built into

3 tRe model for simulating the distribution of .,

. . this grant program (Chapyer III).

Financial ald officer preferences and institu-
_ tional competition for aid funds exert signifi-
cant influence on the gesulting distribution
*  of student aid. "Adjustment factors are calculated
" From the extensive informatipn in the data base.
The details of the adjustment factors are de-
scribed in Chapter ITII.

. ' ' ) ‘

Calculate Distribution -
Adjustment Factors

T L ’ !

‘r 4 : o Tu#tion poli¥ies by institutions and states o
4 have several direct and indirect. effects on o . Ce

Calculate . student aid distributions. To analyze these v

Tuition Analysis effects, procedures'have_beeniincluded into the

" model to assess the’simultanedus impact. of

oo . tuition and student aid policies (Chapter IV). - --

Bl N

. .. . » ’

[

. ) LT EEEEEEEE -;--—------[Begin 150p over aid package ]-~=-==-- O

n : . . iﬂ . . P B ’ : o “

Depending on the sﬁecification of the aid
s Calculate . ) i
Enrollment Base program, the base enrollment will be full-
. . . time, Part-time, FTE, or headcount enrollment.
S [ L o . . .- .

‘ . . “ . Utilizing all of the information from the o
Ty L . - > - previous steps in the.analysis, student afd is N
Calcylate the . E distributed across. states, institutienal
Student Aid Distribution categories,:énd parental income categories. ) P ,
: ‘ - The analytical procedure fbr this distribution

L% . - o ) process 1s described in Chapter V. .
. - . . . o .

S

: . . Y Several summary tables as well as more detailed - e ) :

o ' - . ﬁ__] ’ results of the similation are printed out after - -
. ‘ ‘[4'7 Output i - v all of the calculations have. been completed. -

- o ' . The state and aid package loop's end here.

o~ “

>

7
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J
student. 'The estimated costs of attendance shown in Table 1 from the
Trlpartlte Appllcatlons as reported by f1nanc1al ald offlcers are con-
sistently higher than the estimates reported by .the College Scholarship .
Services It is conceivable that the Tripartite Application eStinEtes : -
7 ' _ e ' .
g o Table 1
NATIONAL AVERAGES OF TOTAL COST OF ATTENDANGE " R
o 1972 1673
‘Institutional _Dependent Students ' Independent
v Sector Tripartite” = CSSt Students’
. ) . - - ‘ .
Public 4-year $2,580 $1,985 " 53,348
Public 2-year - 2,177 .. 1,635 '3,277
Private 4-year 4,018 3,280 4,975 ' : .
. Private 2-year 2,966 2,540 4,119
o .Sources: Trlpartlte student aid appllcatlon data \
’ - o for 1972473, S A
“o R TJ Allan and E. Suchar, "Student Expenses ‘.

at Postsecondary Institutions, 1972-73,".
College Scholarship Service of the College
P .Entrance Examination Board. S

«are blased,upwards because‘the aid.officers are trying to obtain as ﬁueh &
'aid as‘possible. However; since these‘estimates,are osed by the Office
of Educatlon in awardlng aid funds, these attendance cost estimates are
used in this study. The higher cost of attendance for 1ndependent stu~
dents primariiy reflects the fact that'a much higher percentage of-inde—

1 i . -

pendent students are marrled, and therefore their cost of llv1ng is sub-

R ‘stant1ally hlgher. The var1atlon in_total costs of attendance is alao,
? . s -
. ”

- B . B A




. burden on the Low-tii ddle (%6, 000 $9 OOO) and middle ($9,000-$12, OOO) in~

e . ) . ' . 2 1 . . ’ . . [ C e

i

. very large across states for each of the categories of institutions. .

The average total cost of attendance and the average tuition are shown

for public 1nst1tutions in Table|2 and for private institutions “In Table..

3. The range of total costs of attendance.for public four-year insti-
tutions is from $1, 962 (Louisiana) to $3,320 (Wyomlng) The range.for
public- £wo- -year colleges 1§ from $1,245 (Rhdde Island) to $2,925 (Alaska).
For private four-year colleges and universities, the range is $2,423 S

’

(Arkansas) to $6,973 (Alaska). The range for private two-year colleges

'is‘$l,075 (Arkansas) to_$3,655‘(donnecticut).

A multitude of expected parental contributﬁon'scheduleslhave beenv ) g
proposed and used by uarious groups. Four schedules are illusirated in”
Table 4. Since the objective of this study i's to examine the distribu-
tion of federal student aid_programs, thefparentalucontrlbution schedules
suggested by the Office of Education (OE) are used as a'base in the anal—
ysis. Compared with the AGT and CSS'schedMles, the OE schedule places L
a higher burden on the 10west income families ($O $6, OOO) and a lessér

come famllles. 1t ‘should be obvious that Lhe level and "slope” of these A
contribution’ schedules are a very maJor detenminant of gross financial T :‘
need‘ As illustrated in more detail in later sections, the spec1f1cation

of‘the expeﬁfed~parental contrlbutiOn schedules for a particular student.

aid program is. oneg, of the policyﬁparameters available to the federal

government for directing the distribution of student aid,ln desired ways.’

" The- simulation model kas been developed so-.that alternatlve expected '

parental contnibvtion,schedules can be - speclfied for any run of the model.

“

This feature makes it. possible to determine the expected 1mpacts with re- .

- -
<

spect to the distribution .of. aid across state and 1nct1tutiOnal and income

categories resulting from alternatlu//contributlon schedule specificationsc

Obv1ously, the expected parental c0ntribution schedules described
L

above: apply only to dependent undergraduate students. The procedure for

~

U




. o
’ ’ *
Table 2 ’
) 'TOTAL COST OF ATTENDANGE AND TUITION LEVELS B o
FOR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS BY STATE :
. 197241973
S . _Public 4-Year Public 2-Year '
State. Total Cost - Tuition Totkal Cost Tuition
i yAlabama $2,548 - $491 $1,662% $206
Alaska 3,314 472 2,925 2320
Arizona 2,725 358 1,869 432
Arkansas ) 2,040 411 1,615% 281 4
California + 2,985 294 2,218% 36
“ Colorado 2,684 o 485 2,228% 280 /
) Connecticut 2,492 598 - 2,174% - 292 ~
Delaware 2,283 507 1,876% /392
District of Columbia - " 2,623 T 113 2,394 90
Florida ’ ’2,82_8 . 564 2,011% 259 :
Ceorgia 2,449 479 2,317 323
‘Hawaii '2,30‘47 223 1,761% 50
Idaho 2,455 365 2,349 4hbd,
I1linois 2,786 606 2,451 962
Indiana: 2,767, 645 2,325 408
, towa " - 2,579 608 v 2,126% 433
Kansas - 2,425 485 1,786% 316
" . Kentucky ) 2,01.7 514 T e
’ ﬁouis;qana 1,962 301 1,599% 208
" Maine - _° . - 2,700 492 2,745 ' 370 ¢
’ Maryland - 123629 645 2,158% 667
" 5 ® Massachusetts 12,329 395 2,359 % - 358 .
' Mi"clgi;gan ,2;808' © T 632 2,352 542 ‘
: Minnesota 2,601 601 2,200% 377 .
" Mississippi 2,1'8'1* 469 . - . 1,316% \ 233
., uissouri 2,348 429 1,992% 863 ., .
. o

X




State

Tgble 2 (concluded) L . . '

Public 4-Year '

a N »

.

Public 2-Year.'

‘Montana .
Nebraska
Nevada v
New Hampshire
Mew Jersey

New Mexico

ew York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon”™
Pénnsylvania‘
Rhode lsland
Soutte Cavolina

South. Dakota

Tennessee - -t
Texas _
“Utal .
o
‘ .. Vermdht '

~  Virginia
-Washiinzton
West Virginia
Wisconsin

>
v Vyoming

N

Tuition

Total Cost Total Cost  Tuition
$2,522 $463 $1,893% .§276
2,443 457 1,804% - 282
2,709 524 <1,806% " 320
3,098 - - =902 = . ' 1,851 320
2,587 612 . % - 2,239% 580
2,301 436 " 2,005% 457
3,081 “672 25236% * 567
2,432 455 1,824% 129
2,139% 434 1,763% 413 -
2,368 770 1,935% 588
2,391 397 2,011% 275
3,049 528 2,478 362
2,418 817 2,453 781
2,723 | 666 1,245% 320
2,/08 58] . 2,107% 283
# 158" 590 U -
© 2,327 572+ S1,729% 174
2,284 . 285 1,924* 241
- 2,805° 453 2,347 323
3,315 1,08 2,627 820
2,432 '592-,5£ w 2,339 229
2,736 539 K r 2, 264% 244
2,145% 291 1,802% 245
2,878 564 2,396 425
3,320 430 ,035% - 264

¥

V.

293

10

v

Source: -Tripartite student aid applica;ioh data fbf'L972773. “

¢

L

Denotes states where halficost is the effective maximum for BEOG amardsh
. (used for illustration in Chapter




’ * ‘
. . , g
i " ’ Tible 3 o .
N . - . : ot - .
. TOTAL COST OF ALTENDANCE AND TUITION LEVELS ‘ I .
. FOR PRIVATE INSTTTUTIONS BY STATE '
, - : ©1972-1973 , e . ,
S ‘ - r.-‘
. ; . Private 4-Year Private 2-Year . -
t ' Total Cost " Tuition - Total Cost  Tuition'' , ?
Alabaga $2,947 $1,194 $2,504 - $1,228 4 )
\ Alaska 6,073 2,150 2,912 1,400 v,
Arizona * 3,930 1,594 1,740 465 ’
Arkansas B . 2,423 ‘ 1,§13 1,675 762
California '« | ’ 4y726 2,.281 3,097 1,194
"o Golorado 4,392 2755 % 0 0
.Connecticut ’ 4,181 2,417 3,655 2,006 .
o ' Delaware 0 0 3,308 1,682 :
s | District of Golumbia 4,43§" 2,083 3,350 + 1,600 ’ _ - -
¥ a2 Florida ' 4,094 2,083 3,080 . 1,372 ;’ I
Georgia 3,713 1,807 2,275 . 773 E -
Hawaii 3,710 1,178 o 0 e :
- Ldako . 3,370 1,803 S0, 0 N -
. R T1linois 4,120 2,147 4,477 1,419 A
’ iqdiaﬁa 3,479 1,964 2,150, 1,251 o T :
" Towa . 3,553 2,047 2,55 © 1,094 ' S
3 ) ' Kansas . 2,909 .1,462‘, 2,502 . 947 B
 Kentucky ) 2,771 1,277 | 2,257 1,095 .. . '
) ) Lodgsiana - 3,757 1,902 o . o0 e A
Maine ’ 4,175, 2,360 1,883 1,300 . '
Maryland 3,967 9,068 3,481 . 1,492 1 ¢ ‘ »
Massachdsqch "4, 634 2,666 3,606 . 1)725' e S
. Michigan 3,285 1,648 2,696 1,317 - . R
Minnesota 3,443 1,978 3,138° -~ 1,502 . 4. o
Mississippi 2,603 1,252 .2,023 820 - o B
. Missourt ' 3,805 2,011 3,194 a9 _ B
' Mohtana 2,702 1,382 = o o0 S |
ﬁés%;skg 3,199 1,619 2,023 - 1,094 S :
U " Nevada® . 2,850 1,200 Lo- o _ o
T New ﬁampshire' * 4,555 2,617 ©2,903 1,424, e .,';
. New Jersey 3,864 2,104 2,824 . 1,484 . B '
’ \‘1 ‘ "ﬁ ) ' . ' . s ) ’ >'
) o ,"'_ . 24 T o . - |
o B .. o
, B |
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Table 3 (congluded) . o s
° N ‘ -
e T e o Private &4-Year Private 2-Year

“

‘Total Cost Tuiticn ¢ ‘Lotal Cost  Tuiltion

New Mexico $3,026 1,255 0 .0
& New- York - 4,395 s2,656 03,394 1,700 ’
qN'ofcp Carolina ® . 3,469 - . 1,800 2,408 1,050
North, Dakota . . 2,500 1,273 .. 0 0 . :
Ohio - 3,853 2,162 2,864 1,184 . o
. Oklahoma = [ 3,487 1,019 2,494 733 o v
Oregon T 3,835 1,/997 . 2,570 ', ,1,174 .
Pennsylvania f '4,102 ‘é;,352_ 2,791 1,635
Rhode Island . 4,607 ;2,670{ + 0 0 -
: _south Carolina ' 3,009« 1,441 2,186 818.. " v‘? , ! T
South Dakota *3,169 1,682 2,668  ° 1,016 o .
Tennessee o 3,342 1,649 . 2,267 " 956 C
Texas S ) 3,422 1,543 2,344 940 .
" Utah - 3,160 618 . 3,604 800 e ) )
: Vermont : 4,095 2,837 4,002 2,156 L
) ' o virginia .. o ‘_3,3897_7" " 91,957 3,034 1,507 ' . )
%o - ‘Washinéton ] 3,616 . '_1,87§ . "0 . 0 . "
West Virginia 73,103 1,613 1,769 836 :
| Wisconsin ©, . 3,510 1,967 2,81 1,170 L L
T . wyoming 0, 0 ' 0 0~ ST P
"Source: Tripartite szgdentnaid application data fdr 1972-73. . e . ‘ 0
o . ) ‘ -
Q- . .
4 "
» , :t R M . 4
" ’ ©,
' 4 \
. > ' ) < ! o
. ! .
) . N .
EMC ‘.; ":,"k‘ | | . ‘ . ’ ) ,." ,. o | .
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‘determining the ”abiliLy to pay" for independent sthdents is much less

understood and more difﬁicult to develop ‘in ‘the model. A later section

in this report (Chapter III) on the alternative procedures for dealing
’ with independent students provides more information on this aspect of

of the student aid distribution process.

e o
B A

In the determination of a dependent student‘s ability to pay for
his college education, an amount of '"self- help” must a.so be included.
- , To’'a laxge extent, self-help’represents summer’earnings. Thfoughout
| this study, an estimate of $500 per.dependent student for self-help is- |,

_ used(foriall family income and institutional categories.
.« S iy IR
\\'L\‘The procedure for calculating gross financial need is outlined in
'« . Table 5 for each»of the ingtitutional and income categories. The ex~
pected parental contrfhution plus the student earnings (self- help) ex-
a ¢ e .
ceed the toral student budget for the students from families with incomés
‘ exceeding $12,000 who attend public 4—year or 2-year institutions.

Therefore, their gross need is negative. The total gross financial need

. ($5 86 billion) does not include these negative numbers. It is assumed«

3 -

that the need of these students is. Simply zero. : .
2 L Given the interest in, and the practice of, packaging student aid
¥ - for students, it is useful to distinguish between gross financial need

and net financial need.

~

Net financial need per student -eéquals | Gross financial need per
- ‘student

" minus

— o . s {~Student aid per student | -

o ,. . The difficulty of defining and «calculating net,financial‘need is

that for gpecific uses of this measure of need,'alternative combinations

of current aid'programs ghould be subtracteg from gross financial need

{
2

\) ’A"_ . : ‘
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while other programs should nct. Net financial need i's not meant. to- be

synonymous with cyrrent financial need. ,Net financial need would be

equal to current need'onlyxif all current available student:aid were sub-,

tracted from gross financial need. For the purposes of simulating the

"distribution bf student aid on the basis of financial need, it is helpful

“to use a flexible definition of -need that.allows for alternative sets

of programs to be '"netted" out. For example, the BEOG progfam3 most

likely, should be based on gross financial'need without the amounts of

other types of avaltable aid subtracted. If the BEOG program is designed

“to provide a base level of financial support to students, then it should

e

be distributed solely on,the basis of tujtion and other éducational ex»”
penses without con51deratlon of other sources of flnanCLal assistance.

For NDSL and CWS however,*lt m:ght be more approprLate to subtract the
amounts of BEOG, SEOG, institutional grants, and state grants in deterf—

“

mining financial need for the purpose of distributing"these loan and

w

work study funds. . ' _ v - .

Table 6 is presented o show not only the tctel level of financial
need under alternative def1n1t1ons but also the different distributions
of need across institution and income categories. For example, the dlf-
ference between gross. financial need and net need {with only institu-
tional ald subtracted from gross need) is around $800 milliod. Also,
since prlvate four -year 1nst1tut1ons allocate a relat&vely large amount
of resources for student a1d these institutions decrease thelrupropor-
tion of the toLal need significantly (espec1a11y for the lower income
students) whlle public two-year inctitutlons, with relatively 11tt1e
institutional qid;~qh0w an 1ncrease in the perc4nLage of total need after

institutional aid is subtracted from gross need. _ %

v

It Jis difficult to determine the actual intent of student ‘aid legis-

lation w1th respect to how the aid is to be distributed on the.basis of

need. Clearly, the Lntent is to prov1de financxal assistance to needy

16
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k]

Gross financial need minus

Gross financial need minus
student aid.

<

¢, Gross financial need minus

Source: “SRI,

o

Gross financial need minus

- 45,861

o

institutiondal student aid,

instithtional_student aid and state

BEOG and SEOG.

o

. G
. - o
L : . Table 6 .
' - DISTRIBUTIONS OFVFINA&%IAL NEED UNDER
. ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS N
§ S - 1972-1973
. X ' “
' . : . T Family Z//:foss ’ . ‘
- Institutional Income " "Financial Net Financial Need
" Category Category . Need A B c D
Public 4-year  $0-6,000 . 15.1%  14.3% 12,7 14,0 7.5
. % 6,000~ 9,000 13.9 7, 14,2 14,2 14,1 14.6
. : 9,000-12, 000 13.4 4.4 15.4 14.2. 18.7
: < 12,000 + 0 Y0 0 0 0
Bgblic 2-year 0-6,000 4,9 5.3 5.0 4.1 - 2.5
. : 6,000~ 9,000 _ 4.4 4.9 5.0 . 4.2 4.9
= 9,000~12, 000 3.2 3.6 3.9 3.3 4.2
12,000 + o 0, 0 0 0
 Private 4-year 0-6,000 10.2 8.4 7.5 9.7 5.3
6,000~ 9,000 10.4 9.7 9.6 10.6  10.7 -
* 9,000-12,000 11.3 11.9 12,8 12.1 16.5
12,000 + 1.2 - 11,1 12.0 12.1 13,7
Private 2-year  0-6,000 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.1
'6,000- 9,000 0.6 0.6 - 0.6 0.5 0.6
9,000-12,000 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5" 0.7
12,000 +. 0.1 . 0.1 0.1. 0.1 0
Total dollars (thousands) . $5,061  $4,616  $5,405  $3,096

all curvently aVailéble student aid,

)

~
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students. As illuggrated’above;.a simple definition of need does not
exist so many factors must be considered The simulation model was de-
- signed to examine the effects of two key factors: the expected parental

e contribution schedule and the definition ‘of need in terms 6f other aid

e,

sources to be’included. Another dimension that must be considered is
the interpretation of the ihtent to assist needy students. Is it ‘the in-

tent of federal student® aid programs to meet the total need of the most
»

needy students first and. then provide what is left to the less needy
students?' Orfis ‘the intent to reduce the need of all students propor- R iy

tionally? The latter procedure is used primarily in the simulation model,

s

although -an alternative procedure is included that allows the other dis-
4 tribution strategy to be examined. Experimentation with these alternative T

procedures and definitions of need and comparison with actual distribu—
- . < 1 v
tions lead to, a better understanding of the student aid distribution -
b4

Y

process" The s1mulation model has been designcd to allow for alternative

specifications of financial need for each run of the model.
X 3
. - ’ l’ ’ o

Simulation Input Requirements =~ . ' \

Since the intent of developing a simulation model is to have a tool
n ~ for exploring the impacts of alternative programs under: different sets
of assumptions, it is important to design the 1nput component of the pro-
gram So ‘that all the informatlon needed to specify a run of’the model can

be provided quickly and easily. To accomplish €his obJective, all the

input required for the model id read in through a questioen-answer proce—‘

v

dure on 4 time—share terminal. ALl these questions ox commands for this
N r

-simulation‘model are listed below. -~ - . , ’

B 1
%

"Although the list of questions is quite large, the time-required to
specify the irnput parameters for any one s1mulation run is qulte sggll .
(3 to 4 minutes) . For any one s1mulation run, usually only a small por-

_tion of the‘questions have to be answered. Default parameters are built
into the program. . 4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . ! N .
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A brief description of the purpose and the range.of responses for
each input Guery is given below. This deScription along with Figufe 1
St prov1des a good outline of the dimen51ons and capabilitles of the simu-

. . e

lation model.

. o Input Requirements: for a Simulation Run . ’, v
[1] Enter enrollment code: - . C o .
. -1 = all studentsedistributed across income as

.dependent students.
" 2 = only dependent students included. '
- 3 = ifdependent students inclyded and distributed
on the basis of financial heed.
(With our limited knewledge about ‘the .number and char-
racteristics of independent” students. and with the un-
‘certainty as to how financial aid officers handle in-
‘ dependent students, it is useful to run 51mu1at10ns
with and without independent students. A more complete
descrlptlon of independent student procedures 1s glven
in Chapter I1D).

a

[2] Enter a number»fqr the expected parental contributioy for each of

the following parental income categories:

S
$0-6,000 S | - +
6,000~ 9,000 -
- 9,000-12,000
. » 12,000 + (public 4-year) g
- 12,000 + (public 2-year)
: 12,000 + (private 4-year) :
12,000 +y(priyate 2-year) -

(Sincevthere is little agreement as to the appropriate
schedule to be used for determining,financial need, it

is useful to calculate the effect on student ajd dis- ' \<”
tributions of alternative expected parental contribution

schedules.) . . = . . ) A

.
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o [3] Enter a zero if the simulation is to be run on national aggregate
data; otherwise enter a _one
. N © (For r many initial analyses it is useful to run the model
on nat10na1 aggpegate data instead. of state data. If
_ . national aggregate data are to be used, the following
o four questions are not asked. h]

[4] Enter number of states to be included in the simulation. ' .

- (The student ald simulation may be run on all states
individually or on seledted states.” If all states.'
are to be run, the next question is not asked.)

[5] List the index numbets of the states to be included in the simula-

r

tions B E s o \ . o
(The 1ndex numbers start with 10 for Alabama and end '
with 6@ for Wyoming. )

[6] Enter a npw if the 51mu1at10n is to be run with given ‘state éLloea—’
N L ., tions. . S . ‘ ' '
(qu some enalyses,.it is useful té’specify the amount
of aid available for distribution within each state.

-These gmounts should be 1nputted here. This feauure
makes 1 g0551b1e to examine the dlstrlbutlon of state,

\ student aid programs and their interaction with federal

S student aLd programs and 1net1tut10na1 tuitlon changes.)

[7] List the studenk aid allocations for the states to be included in

>

the simulatlon.y

- ) . -

. -(This Question is Qmitted if no allocations are indi- AN
cated in the previeus question.) S : ' : \
[8] Enter hasic grant information: ‘ o o

-

« (a) maximum pew student grant

(b)-'weights for distribution Ffactors.

(1f the simulation run is to include a basic gfént
o program, (the above informatioh must be supplied. The - -
. distribution factors currently include the number of -
. . -1974-75 BEOG applicants and the 1972-73 FTE under-
graduate, degree-credlt enrollment.)

. /n .. . o | ' g o . . .20 . : \’9 K : K |




[9] Enter tuition information: ‘ ' S

(a) institutional category B e C
?b) new‘tuition level

(c) percentage of tuition increase to be redistri-
" buted as student aid.

(This information only needs to-be gi#en for those
r// ' ~ institutional categories where it is assumed that S w ’
there are changes from the 1972-73 tuition level. ‘
Ghapter IV describes the® procedure for analyzing
- tuition changes.) . . R

[10] Enter number of student aid packages.

"(In the simulatiom model, an aid package|can include
up to one grant, one loan, and one work tudy program.
The model-is designed to assess the impact of several '
packages of student aid programs simultaneousty. For - S
each package, the nine questions asked below must be » ngj
answered.) . : ~

~

[11] Enter aid* packaging 1nformation for the calculation of finan01a1

need. ) ' ' . S

(a) BEOG,Venter "I" if it is to be included in current aid.

(b)’ SEOG, enter "1' if it is to be included in current aid.
" (¢) CWS, enter "I" if it is to be included in current aid.

(d) NDSL, enter "1'" if it is to be included in current aid,

(e) GsL, enter "I if it is to be included in current aid.

. , (£) Institutional aid, enter "1" if if is to be included
in currxent aid.

(g) .State,aid, enter "i";if_it is to be included in.cufrent
aid, . k el

(This input information defines the current student aid
*+ programs that are to be included in the definition of
 net financial nged for distributing'additional student
‘aid. This procedure makes it possible to explore various
v packaging strategies from the perspective of the federal
e . goverhment, ) .

-
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. S a o ! . | . .
A [12] Enter a "It if‘eid adjustment'factors are used.
R . . - .

(These factors are derived from the student aid data
to reflect the degree to which f1nancia1 aid officer -~
. " preferences and institutional competition influence '

' ‘ the distribution of stpdent aid. 1In attemptlng to
_estlmate the most likely dlstrlbution to result from f L >
proposed program changes, it is appropriate to use ' . g e
these:factors. However, for exploratory analyses, '
it is of interest to calculate-the aid distribution
solely -on the basis of alternative definitions of = - ’ ;

‘ , ‘ financial need.) @ . ‘ )

. ‘ : [13], Enter a "1" if-a federa package of aid; enter /A 2% 1f a state -
package. » )

(This distinctlon is necessary only to

analyses separate for the output tabled: Except for . - ¥

tle parameters listed below, federal and state pro- ,.

o o grams are treated identically in the modell)

eep the

[14] Enter federal (state) -student grant information:

ia) total dollars of aid. . .

(b} incpme cutoff level.

Q"\

(c) maximum grant size in dollars. o : e
o (d) ‘maximum grant relative to student cost
o o(e)/.enrollmeﬁt code (1 = full-time, 2 = part-time,
’ : 3 = full-time equivalent, 4 = head count).

(£) eligible institutiomal cateéories. . , :

‘(This information for -each grant program contains- = ~
'_.several of the key legislative rules and regulatlons ' .
s that descrlbe the aid programs.) v

T

. [15] Enter institutional aid matching percentsge;' ' ' :

" (This reflects thé amount of resources that each in-
stitution must contribute to participate in .a partic-
ular .program. For example, the college work-study
program gurrently requires a 20% matching level of sup-.
port by the institdtion )

PRSP
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[18] Enter federal \state) student loan information: 5

[17] Enter SEOG supplementary 1nformat10n.

L

‘L‘T(a)» code (= 1- 1f a Speclal ablllty based SEQG program)

‘L(.a"‘d.

percentage avallable for public 4-year“

(hj 'percentage available for public®2-year.
(c)v“percentage available for private l4~-year
e . ) L . .

(d) percentage avallable for private 2-year,

(Not all the institutlonal resodrces committed to
studqnt aid are available for matching pufﬁbge;. Much
of %he 1nstitut10na] student aid is based on non~need
criteria and therefore is not suited for 'matching
fedeq&l qgéd based programs.” Also, some institutional
student?ald Qpnds may already be used for matching

other - aidpsaﬁrces [state or other federalj These ' -
percentageswagk\most Likely to vary across 1nst1tutiona1
categories: L - : : -

AP

" -~

:r(

percentage ellglble in low abllity quartile

(e) pércentageieligible in high ability quartile.
(This procedurelis included to illustrate the type of
flexibility that can be built into the structure of

the Slmulatlon model to support a special analysis.
This example was de81gned for an analysis of the 1mpact
that the addition of an ability criteria might have on
the dlstrlbutlon of the SEOG program.) v

' (a) total dollars of aid.

(b) income cutoff level.

(e) maximum loan- size in dollars
(d) ‘maximum loan relative to qtudent cost.

(e) enrollment code (1l = full tite, 2 = part-time,
3 = full-time equivalent, &4 = head count).

¢f) eligible institutional categories.

\

¢ . . ’ 23.

_V'percentage ellglble in low-average ability quartile.

perCentageWellgible in highiaverage ability quartile

<
.
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(This information for each loan program contains

several of the key legislative rules and regulations.
~ that describe the aid program.)

[19] Enter federal (state) student work—study information:

5

-(a)

(b) -

(e)
(d)
(e)

(This infornmtion for each work-study program containq

total dollars of aid.

income cutoff level.
maximum support amount in dollars.
maximum support amount relative to student cost.,

entollment'pode (1rfifu11—time,v2 = part-time,
3 = full-time equivalent, 4 = head count).

* séveral, of the key legislative rules and regulations
that describe the aid program.) :

N

g
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S |11 DATA BASE .

K The data file for the si ulation model is organized by state and

within state by variable, institutional category, ‘and family income. “

‘Data for independent students a e included as an extra "family income"

category. A sample listing of the data file is given at the end of this

chapter. In additiun to this basg¢ of data, the interactive input pro-
Jcedure for the simulation model al ows for additional information that 5
-can be changed for each run of the w;del, and several parameters for

.calculating price response coeffic1e\ts are requirOd for the model. These

latter parameters are described in Chapter I1I.

l - The basic source of enrollment data is the Higher Education General =

) [, Information Surveys (HEGTS) from the NaLional Center for. Educational

Statistics (NCES) for the year‘l972e73. The distribution of undergrad-

l

|

! ) \

\ . uate, degree-credit enrollment by family income was calculated from the
l Tripartite Application Forms for 1972-73 filed by all institutions plan-
1 - ‘ ; . v ‘ .
ning;thparticipaterin at least one of the three campus-based fedetal

v : student aid programs (SEOG CWS, and NDSL) . his distribution across. in-

‘ state, institutional type, and family income leve( for dependent students, o

<

. The distribution of student aid dollars hy state, institutional type,

I 4 ~

"y

and family income for the three.campus—based.federal-programs'(SEOG, CWS,

NDSL) was obtained from-the'student aid-Fiscal;yperafions Report forms.

filed by all institutions that participated in.at leas ¢ one of the three

.

‘campus ~based federal prqgrams.

The Basi? Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) of ficials provided

state-by-state distributions of basic- -grant - qualified applicants for two

- v o ‘ 25“ N X ) .




4 . N TR B

. . Y
'different p01nts in the current processing year. LA distribution of .
__basic -grant - qualified applicants was made available by ‘state and insti—
tutional category as of November 30, lQ74, A distribution of qualified
applicants by family_income interval. and state was~provided as:of January
”,7,'1975.'uSince this program was not in existence during 1972-73, the *
i_l97ﬂ~75 year was used as the base; this represented the_distribution of
funds from this program during its second'yearuofkoperation,' Given ghe
nature of the BEOG program,’ only freshmen and sophomores were, eligible
this past year, and it will not be until 1976-77 that all undergtaduates
will be eligible. Therefore, accurate. assessment of Lhewdistribution of "

RO |

this program for the next few years is dif%%cult. . ;

The distribution for the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) prOgram was

estimated for the institutional categories w1th1n each family income

N
Y

category. ‘Data on the total dollars of GSL were available on a state=by-
state baSlS from the Reports and Data Analysis staff of the USOE Division®
of Insured Loans. Percentages for estimated loans to. graduate students
and students attending types of schools not 1n3luded in this study (trade
‘and vocational postsecondary institutions) were subtracted from each
‘gtate's total amount of loans. State by .state. income distributions of

: loan recipients were.. available for l97l 72 from the Reports and Data°

Analysis staff but data were not available for different types of insti-

S tutionsvwithin‘each state. h v ‘ ' : , -
In most states; institutional'aid represents approximately:onéyfourthu
e ... - of all available student aid dollars. It is therefore importaanto ‘
approximate its distribution by family income level of- the recipients‘
_and by type of institution attended. The primary source. for the total
' . 'l_ am0unt of institutional fihancial aid _to students was the Institutional
| ‘Application To Participate in Federal Student Financial Aid‘Programs for
. 1972- 73 The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 require that the in-

N 4 stitutions report and spend for financial aid ‘the amount listed on their

n
1

26 . - ‘ »(.,
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- aﬁplication-under "maintenance of:level of support™ in order to parpici-
pate in one ‘or more of the three institution-based federal programs (SEOG”
a_— CWS, anﬁ NDSL). Although the total amount of i_stitutional aid_can be

determined fairly accurately from the.application data, the distribution
) ‘ . e ) e
ofraid across familyp income categories is not directly available. Since
¥

e much of the institutional aid is not primarily distributed on the basis
7 of financial need it was assumed that students in each family income

category had an equal opportunity to receive a551stance from -the inSti—
® . .
e tutional funds., , C , ' : T S
: ~ ’ 4 S . 5
- . ’ Y ¥
‘ : . Theré gre two .ma jor - estimates for the number of independent students

v
2

at drfferent types of colleges. One estimate comes from the college

ot finanCial aid administrators who gather data from the form called Applir

'cation(s) To Participate in Federal Student Aid Programs (Tripartite)
. - The other source 1s statew1de surveys of student demographic - character—'

' - istics, financial circumstances, and financial aid resources. These data

_ are ,gathered with an 1nstrutent developed'by the College Entrance Exami-

ngtion Board, the Student“Résource Survey (SRS) Data gathered from SRS
e .
administrators in Califorﬁia, Montana, Oregon,_Pennsylvania, and Washing— ”

4 s
ton were utilized in developipg estimates of the number of independent

1] » .
. . A & _
* students in each state, - o

- . N 4

Tuition costs and. total costs of attendance were obtained forweach

[

of the institutional categories in all of the states from the Tripartite

oo Application Forms for 1972-73. These cost figures were similar to those
o published annually}by'the College Scholarship Service on a national basis

i by type of institution.'

The amount of student finan01al a551stance provided from state
!

. }'scholarship programs was obtained from the annual survey of the National

ot 123

«

Association of State Scholarshrp ProgramS‘conducted by, Joseph Boyd;f The
. > . 5 o ) )
distribution of these neefl-based funds within states across the institu- T
'btional and family income~categories'ﬁas approximated to;be equal to the
@ »

RO + HUistribution of the sum of the federal SEOG and CWS programs, : L

R . LT
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The number of high school graduates for each statefwas'taken from

the Digest of Educational Statistics, 1973 Edition, published by the

National Center of Educational Statistics.

"
.

;2 _ The state effort index is taken from a paper entitled "A Proposal
R o ‘'To Fund States on the Basis of Their. Support of Higher Education" by Ben\
Lawrence and Wayne Kirschling, National Center for Higher Education Man-
agement Systems, 1974, This effort index is a composite of two factors;
(1) an index of the effort each state made in supporting higher educa-
tion, and (2) the total number of students who were enrolled in public

Jand private higher education institutions of each state.

55' ) B Additional detail on thendevelopment of the data briefly described
SR aboVe i ‘given in an accompanying research note by Ann Hershberger et

al., entitled The Development of the~Data‘Base for "Student ‘Afd: * De-

scription. and Options," Stanford Researchilnstitute, 1975. The discus~

AR

sions #n that report on data for independent students, for the GSL prq-

gram, and for the BEOG program include the~most recent information on

these topics.

The data base for the simulationvmodel is organizedlwith one»record
of data for each state and one. record for the nation as a whele. ‘The h ' <
variables_contained in the data;base are defined below. All the data in
the national aggregate record are printed on the two pages following

this list of variables. The column headings for these tables refer to

the parental ingome categories_for dependent students and a final column

13 Ed

for independent students whenever applicable. The+row headings refer to

the institutional categories.
POP: Number of 15~ to 18-year-olds in 1970 by level of
' parental income. These.numbers are from a sample °
. o : - that should be inflated by a factor of 122 to rep-
' ' £ resent the total population. o o , e




EUGFT:

EUGPT:"

S

EFRST:

TUITEX:

TOTCST+

TCSTI:

BGAPPQ:

BGAPPI:

PINDEP:

.DSEOG:

DBEOG:

DCWS:

DGSL:

DNDSL:

Full-time, undergraduate, degree-credit enrollment
by family income and type of institution. These
enrollmerit numbers inclide dependent and indepen-
dent students. =« '

Part-time, undergraduate, degree-credit enrollment

by family income and type of institution. These
enrollment numbers inc¢lude dependent and indepen—
dent students.

First-time, full-time, undergraduate, degree-credit
enrollment by family income and type "of institution.
These enrollment numbers include dependent and in-
dependent students.

Averagew» ition and required fees by type of Lnsti~

tution for state rnsldents. N . “

Average student budget (total cost of attendance)
by type of institution for dependent students.

Average student budget by type of 1nstitut10n for
independent students. _ )

Numbe; of quallfied appllcants (dependent students
only)'for BEOGC.

Number of qualified appllcants (1ndependent students

,only) for BEOG. : ’

Number of independent students by their own income
and by type of institution.

Dollars of SEOG by type of institution and family
income for dependent students and by type of insti~
tution and total dollars for independent students..

o

_Dolldrs of BEOG by type of institution and family

income for dependent students and by type of insti-
tution and total dollars for independent students.

Dollars of CWS a1d by type of institution and
famlly income for dependent students and by type of
institution and total dollars for ‘independent stu~
dents.

-

Dollars of GSL by type of 1nstitut10n and family
income for dependent students and by type ‘of insti-

-+ tution and total dollars for independent students.

‘Dollars of NDSL by type of institution and famlly

income for dependent students and by type of insti-
tution and total dollars for independent students.

29

42




DINAID:

STSAS: ,
HSGRAD:
STEFRT:

Dollars of student aid from institutional fhnds
by type of institution and family income for de-
pendent students and by type of institution and
total dollars for independent students.’

Total .dollars of student aid from state funds.
Total number . of high school graduates.

State effort index for financing higher education.

1

sy
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IIT STUDENT AID DISTRIBUTIONVMECHANISMS

-

State Distribution Procedures
: - _ )

One means by which the federal government can.directly influence
the_distribution of student a;d funds is to specify formulds for allocat- ?
ing the funds to statesgas part of the.student aid program specifications.

/ This procedure - is al e dy being used in the three institutibn-based”fed-
eral student aid programs (SEOG, CwWS, and NDSL), each w1th different
formulas or allocation rules. Theesimulation model has‘been‘designed to

analyze the impact of several alternative state formulas on the distri-

bution.of student aid.

N

’

ol '
The specification for the SEOG program is that its funds be distrib-
uted to states on the basis ‘of the number of full-timeﬁequivalent (FTE)
students in each state relative to the national total FTE errollment.

a

It is specified that the funds of the CWS program be dipﬁributed~to states

Cw on the basis of three factors: (l) ‘the number of full- time und&rgraduates

2 -~

enrolled, (2) the number of high school graduates, and (3 the number of

l4- to l7~year-olds from families with incomes less than $ OOO during

.1969-70. ‘Each of these factors are weighted equally in determining the

»

percentage of GWS funds allocated to each state. The percentage distri-

'bution of funds across states resulting from both of thee Zﬁbtribution
W formulas are shown in Table 7. The percentage distribut are different-
N Afor many states. For example, Akébama ‘does relatively very poorly on the

basis of,FTE_enrollment but does very well-on ‘the basis of the "three-

. factor" formula. Low college participation rates in Alabama result in - . N

relatively fewer FTE students compared with high school graduates. In-
cluding the lattgr variable in the distribution mechanism increases the
percentage of funds going to. Alabama. ~Also, the number of low income

& ~

’young adults is very large in Alabama relative to many other states.
33
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Table 7

ALLOCATION FORMULAS

STATE DISTRIBUTION OF AID DOLLARS UNDER ALTERNATIVE

£

%

. ) Three . .Grosi Need Lesés"
State FTE" .Factors'r % Luition¥
Alabama 148 .28 ¢ 1420 1.41
Alaska .11 .12 .16 .21
" Arizona . 1.2 .96 .93’ 1.23
Arkansas 77 1.23 .61 76 “
california 11.58  ~  8.58 11.73 16.12
Colorado 1.43 1.21 1.49 C1.62
Connecticut 1.50 1.25 1.50 1.14
" Delavare . .28 .28 .22, .26
_District of Columbia B4 44, 1.09 .89
~ Florida | 2.88 3.18 2.91 3.12
’Ceorgia 1.72 2.53 »1.46 1:58
‘Hawaii ' .38 .33 .48
Idaho .35 Y .40 .33 .42
Illinois . 4.83 4.71° ) 5.28 4.43 .
Tndiana 12,39 T2.51 209 0 1.61
Towa 1.38 1.44 1.34 1.05
Kansas 1.39. 1.27 1.12 1.32
, Kentucky 1.23 1.90 ".87 93 7
Louisiana 1.79 2.41 1.38 1,74
Maine Y .50 .54 49
Maryland .1.62 1.64 1.45 1.35
Massachusetts 37574 2.65 4:85 - 2.92
' Michigan ‘ 4.22 e 4.,00
kl'I'Lxmeso:;a\ E 2.0l 2.59° 1.8¢ 1.87
Missiseippi ‘ 1.07 1.15 " 75 93 b
Missqurd 2.1 # ° 1.95 2.03 2.00
Hontanﬂ 4.0 A0 3.§6 5.07
Nebragka .85 .80 .83 95
Nevada .16 .20 -.18 £23
New Hampshire .45 _ . 36 .61 .35&
New Jersey 2.48 2.62. 2.59 2.32
Now Mexfco .57, 67 - .48 .62
34
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Table' 7 (concluded)
5 .
: Three Gross - Need Less
State " ~.FTE® © TFactorst . Need® Tuition®
. m _ : - P
New . York '>; o 9.54 . 7.90° ‘ 11.78  9.49
‘ North Carolina 2.19 " 3.04 2.02 2,05 ’
North Dakota - S S . ¢ S S |
e " Ohio ) 4.67 4.70 419 3,27
Oklahoma 1.56  1.54 . 1.46 C o194 \
. Oregon 1.18 . 1.07 : '1.25 T L.42,
o Pennsylvania “4.90 5.31 .. 5.61 3.64° ]
" Rhode Island - B .72 .40
South Carolingz - S 1.11 1.67 1.0% 1.07 _
©  g6éuth Dakota -'r - YA I .48 ; , .39 ) .40 ' :f
T | Tennessee '} L 1,92 2.40 L1 CoL.9L )
E ‘Tekas , - ,fféﬁ;‘ '5.74 6.33 | 4.97 ’ 6.44
Utsh ST 103 L6 1.09 - 1.40
» Vermont : a2 © 38 | ‘ .27 G5 V 24
"¢ Virginia ' . 1.eo 7 231 . 1.52 0 1.50%
Y ' Washington » I 71:99 o 1.65 . L5 1.97
West Virginia . - + .82 1.04 62 77
' WQSConsiﬁ 2.3% v, 2.24 :l 2.37 o v .2.50
o ".Wyoming < 17 ' 17 ' 19 .28 ;
' .
; uétaté allocétion based on the number of ETE undergréduates enrolled.
TState'a]'_loca‘t_ioz; based on-l/§ the number of full-time undergraduates
enrolled + 1/3 the number of high school graduates + 1/3 the number
of 14~ to 17-year-olds‘from'families with incomes less than $6,000. “
iState affocatlon based on gross néed-(total student budget minus .
‘ expectedAparcntal contrlbutlon)
§State allocatlon based on need "léss tultlon (total studﬂnt budget
‘ minus tuition and expected parental contt1but10n~ Need less tg— 5

- #tion equals gross need minus.tuition).

0 . . . t
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Two additional state allocation rules are illustrated in this sec—

fionJ The first of these procedures is to base the state distributions -

of 'aild funds on the level of gross financial need in each of the -states.

"Grosls need" is defined as total cost of attendance minus expected paren-
tal contribution. The rationale for such an allocation rule is simply
to put the ‘money where the need is greatest. Since this distributiOn

’

procedure would. allocate more money to states With high tuition, an

alte native, but similar, allocation rule has been developed. Instead of

gros need the aid funds are distributed to states- on the basis of gross

to prevent the’ federal student aid dollars from subsidi21ng state

tu tions.v The state distributions of aid resultﬂng from these two allo—
cation rules are also illustrated in Table 7. It is interesting to note _
qhat With the large variation in. tuition levels and types of institutions

across states, the allocations with the "gross need" and "need less

tuition'" procedure are significantly different. Massachusetts is an ex-

treme illustration of this point. Undér the "gross‘need"'procedure,
Massachusetts would receive 4.85% of the aid dollars, while under the”

"need less tuitign" distribution Massachusetts would receiVe only 2. 92%

-

The simulation model provides"a,means of calculating'theidistribu-

‘tion of federal-aid under a variety of different state allocation formu-

las.: Any index that .can be calculated fr0m the variables in the data

1

base can be used fairly easily in the model as it -is currently structured.

-

o,

Student Aid Packa01ng

i +

One of the difficulties involved in attempting to simulate the dis—

3

tributien. of student aid programs is that aid is most often awarded in

n

the form of a package. That is, a student is usually awarded some amount

%

of a grant and an additional amount of a loan and/or work study suppont.

e

36
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-The paokaging of student aid atrthe institutional level'is an attehpt to
assist the most students w1th the llmlted‘comblnatlon of student a1d re-
sources that arekayallablefv At the state’ and',ederal levels, the mix of ' e
prograrnc made available should be designed to support the best packages -
'for d1fferent types of students at different types of 1nst1tutions. Un-~
o fortunately, very little is known about the types of packages preferred
- by.various categories of students. Obviously, students. would prefer a
grant to a loan or‘work study aid. Thus,»the choice must be presented"
in the form of whether orpnot the.individual will attendjcollege or not
'.when offered a certain package of aid. Although‘muChAmore extensivé
data arelneeded to understand packaging_behEVior and respgnses more com-

‘pletely, it is useful to examine the ‘average package of aid given to dif~

. . ferent students at dlfferent types of 1nst1tutlons (see Table, 8). ™ These . .

- average packages are deternnned by many factors, only one of which is the'
preference of students. The avallablllty of student aid resources and

the strategies of financial aid officers ‘are also key determinants. The.

o - uisual economichproblem of observing only the intersection of the supply
. : ' . K]

and demand curves instead of each curve separately is present here.

e -

The packages of aid avgilable for each state are shown in Table 9.
¥

A hlghly s1gn1flcantlvar1atlon exists: in the mix of grants, loans, and
g work study aid available across states. 'Nlne states have more than 40%
of the'federal'student aid reeeived.in the form of grants (Alabama,
'Alaska, Louisiana,. Mlsslss1pp1, Nebraska, New Mex1co, North Carolina,

S Oklahoma, and South Garolina), whlle five states have le;s than 20% of . B
* their total federal aid in the form of.grants (Connecticut, Indiana,
. . . : A
. i 7/ .
North Dakota, Rhode Island, and Virginia). ‘
; _ . . .

For the'purposes of'this'simulation model _the oapabilityfto package
¢ aid by ordering the sequence of programs ‘to be distributed ha's been de-
veloped. For example,,BEOG awards mlght be distrlbuted first, followed
by the simultaneous distribution of SEOG, NDSL, and GWS, with GLS dis- .

«tributed after all the other aid.
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Table 8 j
AVERAGE PACKAGES OF AID
. _ Parental
' Institutional . Income D N
Category Category = - Grants® Loanst. Work Study¥
Public 4-year . $0-6,000 36 46 18 -
; 6,000- 9,000 28 55 . 16
9,000-12,000 , 14 73 13
' 12,000 + . i b 91 . 5 ,
S : . Public 2-yearr  $0-6,000 . 42 b4 14
5 I ..+ % 6,000- 9,000 37 . 49 S 7
5 a 9,000-12,000 - 26 64 . 10. =
<~ ' 12,000 ¥ 11 84 5
i ' g < . . .
Private 4-year  $0~6,000 . 40 43 ‘ 17
. 6,000+ 9,000. 33 51 T
©9,000-12,000 12 74 14 )
. 12,000. + 390 T
- S ~ Private 2-§eér $0-6,000 56 - 30 14
3 o . 6,000~ 9,000 50 ° 36 . 14
o 9,000-12,000 39 51 » 10.
| 12,000 + 17 76 . ww T
Total ~$0-6,000 . L 39 44 S
J ' 6,000 9,000 - 32 52 16 :
, 9,000~12, 000 16 71 13 .
- : 12,000 4 90 © 6.
% : ‘ r\
o \
BEOG plys SEOG. . -
_fNDSL plus GSL. ,
*ous. L
.SourCe: Caléqlgted.from Fiscal-Operations Report daEa,;l972—73. i
2 N . : . 4
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./'f Table 9 . v .
. - AVERAGE DOLLAR AND PERCENTAGE MIX OF AID BY STATE
» . ' (Dollars in Thousands)
» : . . g . o .
L : ) y ) ) .
i ~ State - . Crants Loans Work Study X
~ . R .
N Alabama 13,207 (40%) - 13,555 (417) . €,656 (197)
_ _ Alaska 1392 (44%) ¢ 246 (277) 265 (29%)
: A-izona 5,139  (34%) 7,806 (517) 2,257 (13%)
N\ Arkansas . 6,186 (38%) 6,163 * (38%) 3,779 (247)
California 56,756 (33%) 95,538 (557) 20,655 (12%)
Colorado . 6,924 (267) 16,528 (61%) T 3,454 - (158)
: Cotmecticut 5,553  (14%) 29,586 ° (78Y) 2,998 (8L
© Belaware v 1,265 (34%) 1,828 (497) T639 [ (77)°
" District of Columbia 3,526 (33%) 5,646, (547) . 1,362. (13%7)
- Florida ™ "15,744  (31%) 27,514 (53%) 8,261. (16%. - -
‘ . Georgih 11,790  (37%). 14,097  (447) 6,207 (197
- Hawaii : 14275 (278 2,519 (54%) 916 (197) 4. |
h daho 3 1,844 (27%) 3,830 (56%) 1,143 (177) " . .
' I1linois » 30,567 (31%) 56,316 (577) 12,455 (Yor) .,
. " Indiana 1 9,088 (19%) 31,933 (69%2) 5,476  (127)
, Towa . 7,585 (287) 24,609  (597) 4,811 (137)
' Kansas : 7,101  (28%) 14,915 (597) 3,393 (13%)
, Kentucky : - - 8,387 (32%) 11,881 (467) 5,636 (227) .
. - . Louisiana 13,324 (41%) 12,597 (39%) 6,704 (207)
Maine © 2,667 (247). - 7,003° (64%) 1,257 (12%)
Maryland G,184 - (30%) 17,505 (57%) ~ 4,121 (134 -
Massachusetts © 13,564 . (23%) 37,329 (64%) 7,320 (137) .
Michigan ™ 23,427 (37%) 30,052 (47%) 10,303, (16%)
Minnesota 0,774. (23%) 30,505 (657%) 5,796 (127%)
. Mississippi 2,254 (42%) - 10,842 (38%). 5,836 (20%)°
Missouri 11,634 (337%) 117,672 (49%) 6,454 - (18%)
) Montana ™ 2,193 (24%) 4,807 (52%) 2,212 (24%)
" Nebraska 4,248  (43% 3,399 (347) 2,239 (247)
Nevada 902 (37%) ., 1,212 (49%) 351 (14%)
New Hamphsire 1,863 (26%) ° 4,199 (597) 1,058 (15%)
i New Jersey 17,769 (27%) 42,933 (6427), 6,038 (97) .
New Mexico ’5,272  (46%) 3,992 (35%) 2,133 -(197)
New York 166,273 (27%)- 176,269 * (727) 2,183 (91%)
: North Carolina - 17,323" (41%) 15,034  (367) 9,847 (237)
CoT North Nakota. v 2,720 (17%) 11,538 (737) 1,503 -(w0z) ¢
: Ohio 21,663 (30%) . 40,013 (557%) 11,223 (15% .Y
- Okglahoma .10,263  (44%) - 8,873 (38%) 4,075 (18%) :
. . Oregon . . 7,569 (357) 10,916 (51%) 2,935 (14%) .o
‘ Pennsylvania 26,516 (20%) 94,035 ' (70%) 13,517 (10%) ’ﬂ¥\?‘
‘Rhode Island 2,434 (17%). - 9,955 (72% 1,528 (11%). w N
o Saquth Carolina 10,182 (54%) 4,269 “(23%) 4,456- 237 oA
' South Dakota . # 3,058« (24%) 7,736 (627) 1,743 (14%) -
Tennessee ’ 011,130 (357%) . 14,309 .(447) ‘6,898~ (21%) O F
Texas - » ©35,892  (37%) 44,093¢ (46%) 16,337 (177)
Utah 2,841 (25%) » 6,894 ' (59%) 1,881 (M67) ..
, Vermont . 1,358, (247 3,771 (A7%) ©539  (9m) ..
. Virginia . 10,507 (17%) 25,247 (407) 27,459 (437), -
Washington 8,755 (27%) 19,732  (61%) 3,787 . (327)-,
West Virginia 4,136 . (257) 9,038 (547%) 3,415 J2L%Y
Wisconsin 11,970 (24%) 30,547 (63%) 6,297 (137).
Wyoming 970 (327) 1,611 (537) - » 78 (IS .
: ) : L I
- .‘l ‘ a -_‘““
. , -~ 52 ‘ o °
. | Source: SRI. ‘ - “ f('ii "
. 39 S ¥
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Perhaps the most inadequafely specified‘componentbof.the.simulation
model is the price response coefficients and aid packaging. The re- '
sponse of 1ndividuals to the amount of aid received ftom one program may
depend on the amount of aid gvailable from-other programs. “For example,
~loans may be very helpful toward 1nduc1ng individuals to enroll if- $500
of grant aid 1s also available. .lndividuals may nat want to borrow for
all their educatdonal expenses but may be w1lling to borrow enough t0\

supplement the amount of grant aid received : ‘ ' \

. .
+ : ‘, ' N ' ® -

Basic Grant Distribution Procedure o o o w

A
f- e B !

The BEOG program is an extremely difficult one for the federal gov-

a

ernment to administer. Contrary to procedures for other programs, the"
federaL -government processes the indiv1dual student applications directly.
Although this .Procedure 'avoids a lot of intermediate steps such as inter-
mediate state allocations and 1nst1tut1onal allocations, dfrect proces

ing makes it much more difficult to estimate the number of students who

éwill apply. Since the BEOG program 1s new, the federal govcrnment has.

mlittle experience to aid in anticipating Lhe number of applicants. .Hence,

the‘gifficulty w1th the BEOG program is est1mating the number of appli-.

-

cants and thegn determining an award structure that will result in the

total funding level that is desired. o
° ' N ) .

To prov1de information useful for determining the total dollaro of /

of BEOGs rksulting from alternative award structures and estimates,of ‘the :

:number of applicants, a procedure was developed within the 51mulation
.model. ‘Two,basicfseries of data were used for'estimating the number of

eligible applicants by income and 1nstitutional categories for each state.

o
r

First, the 1974-75 BEOG applicant data, as described in Chapter II, was
used as a base. Since the data represehted only the second year of the
, program, ‘these " applicants consisLed of only freshmen and sophomores.r\

Therefore, these data are someyhat limited in their "usefulness.for .

. 40 ° . * N . 1'7 . !
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aprojecting the’distribution of ipplicants'to later years. Second, the’

e 1972-73 undergraduate, degree credit enrollment data by parentalwincome,

¥

1nstitutional category, and state can be used to supplement ‘the BEOG .~ R '.
applicant‘data. ‘With these two data series, a variety of approximations

. can be evaluated to’ estimate the number of BEOG applicants. = - 0

4 .
. : o 3

 The number of BEOG appllcants ind the number of undergraduate,,
degree-credit’ students are shown for the nation in Table 10. All these | .
-/// ‘ figures,arelfor dependent students'only. Data are available to develop.
comparable.tables'for independent students. . As expédcted, the two- year
institutions have a significantly laﬁger percentage of their students vg

o applying for BEOGs since only freshmen and sophomores (ét that time) were s

& N

~

” g eligible, Also, more studengs at private fouruyear colleges and unJver~ -
sities apply than do students with comparable parental incomes attending

public four- year institutions. -Table 11 shows the perdentage of under-

-

o ~ graduates applying for a basic grant, which varies w1dely across states.
7% Six'of the states have fewer than 6% of the undergraduates applying for T

basic grants, (Alaska, Connecticut Hawaii, Indiana, Hew Hampshire, and
r - - Utah), while seven have more. than 13% applying (Alabama, Arkansas, Maine,
S _MissisSippi, New Mexico, North Carolina, and. South Carolina) " !

v . : p .

> Y

In addition™ to the determination of theanumber of eligible applicants,

.the size of the grant’s must alsao be estimated. The BEOG program, as

currently sper:fded has two types of constraints built in ‘that limit the
maximum amount of the grant that any one student may receive. The first

conséraint is that theusize of the baSic grant should be equalrto—$l 400 ST
minus the expected parental contr1butlon for the student. The second -

. - . L XN

v o . . _ : Y
constraint is that the size ot the’ grant'should not exqeed 507 of the

’

total  cost of attendance. *Both of these factors are inoluded id the sim-

. ulation model. Also,ﬁthe $l,400 and 50% parameters can beneasil§ changed
ES ’ ' * ) i Y : ) .
-~ to different figures,via the interactiye input procedure. . _ ° _ i

2 . . ' . ¢
. . oL kY A k
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" . Table 10

~

BEOG APPLICANTS IN THE AGGREGATE UNITED STATES
BY INSTITUTION AND PARENTAL INCOME

1974-1975
Institutional  Parental . BEOG -~ - . FIE '
‘Category - Income Applicants - Undergraduates  Ratio
Public 4-year $0-6,000 76,806 489,717 15,7
K - 6,000-'9,000 45,282 489,578 9.2
! c 9,000-12,000 37,058 © 501,709 * 7.4
: ' 12,000 + 21,903 896,907 - 2.4 g )
Public 2-year $0-6,000 ' 50,448° 203,767 24.8
o : 6,000~ 9,000 29,711 + 203,217 . 14.6
\.‘ S -7 9,000-12,000 = 24,360 - 163,142 | ~ 14.9°
PR +.+12,000 + 14,391 '+ 182,331 - 7.9
n Private, 4~year $0-6,000 | - 39,890 183,572 -~ 21.7 i :
, . ’ - 6,000- 9,000 - 23,525 196 467 - . 12,0
9,000-12,000 19,257 ‘ 220,666 8.4,
v 12,000 +. 11,385 581,002 2.0
Private 2-year™  $0-6,000 11,604 17;535 = 66,2
. 16,000~ 9,000 - 6,839 - 17,316 ~ 39.5 - ‘
R ‘ 9,000~12,000 <35, 601. . 15,853 - 35,3 .
- 12,000 + "°3,308 22,941 , 14.4
- B ‘-
»
t
N “The ratlos for prlvate 2—year schools are suspect because of the:
/ dlfflcultles in deflnlng the institutional type. The Basic Grant '
. Office reports a larger number of institutions in the category : : Y
v than does the. Higher Educatlon D1rectofy, Offlce of Education, '
DHEW, .1973. o . g
$ource:;'8§i. - ) ) L,
¥ -
‘ € - ) o
i | ‘
| 3, . -
L 42 .
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Table 11
4 .
° . BEOG Applicants By State
: 1974-1975
BEOG FTE
¢ State Applicants. Undergraduates Ratio
Alabama < 12,069 81,202 4.9
Alaska ‘ 351 5,854 6.0
Arizoga 4,772 61,007 7.8
' Arkansas 5,618 42,246 . 13.3
. California 48,793 633, 368 7.7
p ‘Colorado 5,934 78,399 7.6
Connecticut 4,425 82, 085 5.4
Delaware , 1,103 15,985 6.9
- District of, Columbia ¢ 2,543 35,188 7.2
Florida © 13,622 157,230 8,7
Georgia 9,952 93,931 10,6
Hawaii 1,077 " 24,121 4.5
N Idaho 1,924 . 24,328 7.9
I1linois " 25,648 264, 024 9,7
Indiana 7,049 130, 442 5.4
Towa 6,704 75,597 8.9
Kansas’ 6,323 76,230 . 8.3
Kentucky 7,494 73,177 10.2
Louis’tana 11,953 97,978 12.2
‘ Maine 3,135 24,011 13.1
Maryland % 7,736 . ‘88,407 8.8
* Massachusetts 12,323 195,431 6.3
Michigad 19,794 240, 829 8.6
Minnesota 9,357 109,891 - 8.5
MissMssippi 12,405 58,773 21.1
s Missolri . 10,573 115,635 ‘9.1
" Montdna o 2,020 21,898 9.2
Nebraska '3, 7% 46,486 8.2
) <~ Nevada . 4 994 8,905 11.2
New Hampshite 1,487 24,797 6.0,
New Jersey 16,260 135, 686 12,0
New Mexico 4,915 31,040 - 15.8
i ‘New York ‘6§,975 - 521,752 - 11,79
’ North Carolina 15,652 119,977 13.0
. North Dakota 2,523 . 22,301 11.3
Ohio . 18,096 - 255, 307 ‘7.1
_ Olklahoma 9,162 85,266 0.7
‘ Oregon 6,601 64,346 10.3
g Penngylvania =+ . 26,324" - 267,951 9.8
» ‘Rhode Island . 2,624 31,253 8.4
. *  South Carolina 9,689 60,934 15.9
South Dakota - 2,808 22,438 12.5
Tennessee 9,315 105,128 8.9
- Texas 32,056 313,664 10.2
Utah 1,756 56,292 3.1
Vermont 1,334 19, 185 7.0
- Virginia’ 9,141 98, 465 9.3
' Washington 7,800 108, 995 7.2
oWest Virginia 3,364 b4, 954 7.5
- Wisconsin 9,458 126,203 7.5
! Wyoming = " 685 ©'9,566 7.2
i N 7
Source: SRI. .
) ‘ 43 "
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'breceive aid are greatly 1nfluenced by the behavior and practices of the

useful to examine the preferences that these officers have for different

have included. surveys of financial aid officers. The results of these °

‘to academic performance (Table 12)suggest that financial need is not the

14y, It is interesting that for the GWS and NDSL programs . the aid of- ‘ﬁ.

 ficers indicate strong preferences for students not eligible to receive

" Columbia University, 1971,

Preferences of Financial Aid Cfficers

The preferences of - financial a1d of 1cers are axtremely important o

in determlning student aid distributions but are difficult to define and

measure objectively. The numbér and characteristics of individuals who
financial aid officers at colleges and universities. Therefore, it seems

types of students (and potential . students). Evaluation studieﬁ of each

of the three ma jor federal student aid programs (EOG,* Cws, t and NDSL¥)

surveys with respect to the preferences of financial aid officers for
students under each of the programs are presented in Tables 12 through
14. The preferences of financial aid officers shown to minorities and

sole criterion for awarding student aid.  The same situation exists:for

CWS - funds (Table"13) and to a much lesser degree for NDSL funds (Table

other types and soutces of aid. Alsc for CWS, preference is given 'to »

students,for which other aid can be matched.

Although it is not possible to separate the effects of many faectors

that influence the actual distribution of student aid.funds, a procedure .

‘
'

7'{' N . PR S
Friedman, N., '"The Federal Educational Opportunity Grant Program: A

Status Report, Fiscal Year 1970, " Bureau of Applied Sogjal Research, o7

TFriedman, N., L. Sanders, and J. Thompson, "The Federal College Work- . ‘ o
Study Program: A Status Report, Fiscal Year 1971," Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbia University, 1973.

,". ' ’ 2

WkEducational Testing Service, '"National Survey of Tnstitutions Par€ici-~
" pating in the ‘NDSL Program," unpublished data, 1974.
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A - Table 13- = -

RECIPIENT PREFERENCES OF FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS

B ' FOR THE CWs PROCRAM FOR ALL INSTITUTIONS
, : (Percent) T

3

'StudentLCategory'Given,freference'~ All Institutionsg
4 ) . R

/

Enterihg freshmen 16,6%*
Uppegclassmen - . . 35.5
Academic perfo:mance 14,9
Not eligible for other aidr - 23.7

' Matched with other aid | . 31,8
Apply first S 48,5
Local residents ‘ . T 17.0
Mirorities = - I 48,7
Special jdb‘s‘kills , | 5.9,

B - o ' ' ’

“Numbers indicate the percent of financial aid officers .
. ~ indicating a preference for the partlcular type of
student, .

Source: Friedman, N., L. Sanders, and J. Thompson, "The
Federal ,College Work-Study Program: A Status-
Report, Fiscal Year 1971," Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbla University, 1973,

r

R I
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if aid weré awarded entirely on the basis of gross financial need are

4 . N

C e L

- has been included in the simulation model for determining the degree tQ.

‘which the actual aid distribution across family income categories differs Co

from the distribution expected on the'basis of financial need. These dif-
ferences are 1llustrated in Tables 15 through 19 for the five majcr fed-
eral studEntﬁ@id programs. These estimates of the discrepancy between- -

the actual distribution'of an aid‘program and the,distribution_expected v

simply relative weights aﬁtached to students with different family in- .

+

comes attending different types of institutions. The scale of the non-

~ normalized welghts is meaningless and Lherefore the weights haye been

ncrmalized by setting'the adjustment factor. for public four-year students

with family incomes of $0-$6,000 equal to one. From the normalized ratios

it can be seen that students from families with incomes.of $O—$6,d00'at—

tending private four-year institutions receive 71%as much.aid relative

to their need as do students with the same family income attending public
four-year institutions. These\factors for each program and family income
category are averaged over the institutionaL categories and'presented in,
Table 20. .Sone of these adjustments areAhighly,significant and result
from several'factors. The primary factor.may be the ﬁreferences of the

financial officers. A second determinant of these adjustments may be the

Vparticular definition of financial need used or the speCific e“pected

parental contribution schedule used A_final factor may be the prefer-

ences and responses of the students. ©

A
.

The purpose of calculating these adjustment factors im the simula-

N

" tion model is to provide a means of crudely incorporating all these other - .

4

factors into the.aid;distribution process. . Clearly, an attempt to simu- e
late the distribution of student aid solely on the basis of financiaL need
(no matter how defined) leads:to inaccurate estimated, distributlons

Until better information is available, this crude adjustment procedure

 attempts to correct for these other behavioral factors. The simulation

e k4
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‘Table 15

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL -AND NEED~BASED
DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE BEOG PROGRAM

-

&

‘ , Gross BEOG _ BEOG o
Institutional Income 'Financial Dollars Divided by Normalized
. Category, Category Need - ' (thousands) - Need - Ratio
Public 4-year  $0-6,000 $886,388 $74,732 .0843 1,00
N 16,000~ 9,000 817,595 35,320 . 0432 0.51
v 9,000-12, 000 785,175 118,751 .0239 - 0.28
12,000 + 0 6,440 -- ~ -
- Public 2-year  “$0-6,000 . 286,700 51,255 .1788 2,12
~ 6,000~ 9,000 257,476 24,958 .0969 1.15
9,000-12,000 189,571 . . 12,545 .0662 0.79
- 12,000 + 0 4,217 = -
Private 4-year  $06,000 596, 242 35,782 .0600 0.71
6,000~ 9,000, 610,619 17,432 .0285 0.34
VI 9,000-12,000 662,660 9,417 .0142, 0.17
a - 12,000+ 658, 856 . 3,256 .0049 0.58
" Private 2-year  $0-6,000 .. 38,507 . 10,919 . 2836 3,36 -
- 6,000+ 9,000 35,602 5,294 + 1487 1.76
9,000-12, 000 30,929 2,868. , .0927 1.10
v 12,000 + 4,955 993 2004 2.38
.
Source; SRI.
* 3
I
% ’ q’
&
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Table 16

h oo . "COMPARISON. OF ACTUAL AND NEED-BASED ' S .
L - . - . DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE SEOG PROGRAM - :
’ ; P ! ) n
. ' Gross SEO0G SE0G :
nInstitQtional ‘Income Financiél{'. Dollars Divided by* Normalized‘
Category . ‘Category - Need (thousands) + Need |, _ Ratio
. Public 4-year  $0-6,000 - “$886,388 52,839 .0596 ©1.00
o . 6,000~ 9,000 817,595 21,706  .0265 0.45 -
. « 9,000-12,000 -, 785,175 ~ 8 . 0 -0
¢ 12,000 + - 0 L2 -- --
' A N . ~ .' ) . : .
Public 2-year  $0-6,000 286,700 12,847 L0448 0.75
- 6,000- 9,000 257,476 . 4,313 .0168, . ~ 0.28
9,000-12,000 _ 189,751 0 0 0
_ 12,000 + : 0 » 0 , 0 0 .
" . Private 4-year $0-6,000 596, 242 37,466 - 0628 . 1.05 ' .
‘ ' 6,000~ 9,000 "610,619 19,992, .0327 . 0,55
9,000-12,000 662,660 -0 0 . . 0 :
- 12,000+ ~ 6584856 . - 0 . 0 .0 —_
© Private 2-year , $026,000 . © 38,507 2, 266 .0588 0.99 .
‘ : 6,000~ 9,000 35,602 925 - .0260 0.44 . -
. 9,000-12, 000 30,929 - 0 .. o0 0 S
12,000 + 4,955 0 S0 . 0 . -

. Source; SRI. o . . ' ‘ T
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND NEED-BASED -

Table 17

4

DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE CWS PROGRAM

Gross

CWs .

. Source: SRi.

.. CWS .

Institutional ' fﬁco@e Financial - Doldars " Divided by - Normalized

) , Categony Category _ Need - (thousands) __ Need _Ratio

wt ’ ' w K
. . Public 4-year  $0-6,000 1$886, 388 65,367 0737 1.00
e . 6,000~ 9,000 817,595 33,237 . 0407 © 0,55
> * 9,000-12,000 785,175 16,509 .0210 - 0: 29
. 12,000 + <70 7,488 -- -
Public 2-year  $0-6,000 286,700 121,929 .0765. 1.04
6,000- 9,000 ° 257,476 ° 10,612 .0412 0.56
.9,000-12,000 - 189,571 ' 4,733 . .0250 0.34
LA . 12,000 + : 0 2,142 - -- --
_ , , .

’ Private 4-year  $0-6,000 596,242 29,900 ° 0501 0.68
' 6,000- 9,000 610,619 18,881 .0309 - 0.42
. 9,000-12,000 662,660 11,513 .0174 0.24
. 12,000 + , 658,856 8,930 .0136 0.18 .
. Private 2-year  $0-6,000 38,507 3,311 .0860 ' 1.17
, - 6,000- 9,000 35,602 1,713 . 0481 0.65
—_— '9,000-12, 000 30,929 780 .0252 0.34
) 12,000 + - 4,955 399 *» 0805 1.09




AU B ' Table 18

” co COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND, NEED-BASED
: - ; DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE NDST PROGRAM
' Gross . .NDSL ~ NDSL .
JInstitutional . Income . _Finangial - Dollars , Divided by Normalized
Category Category Néed (thousands) - Need Ratio
" 9 . .
- : - {Public 4-year $0-6, 000 .. $886,388 . 857,694 .0651 1,00
no N\ . » 6,000~ 9,000 817,595 46,058 +0563 0.87.
- 9,000~12,000 - 785,175" 27,461 .0350 0.54 -
12,000 +-~ 0 18,163 -- -
Public 2~year ° 0-6,000 286,700 7,173 0250 0.38
: o 6,000--9,000 257,476 4,114 . . 0160 0.25
.’ '9,000-12,000 189,571 2,375 .0125 0.19
- : . ' 12,000 + 0 1,629 - -
. _
' Private 4-year  0-6,000 . 596, 242 40,995 . 0688 _-1.06
~ 6,000~ 9,000 610,619 32, 845 .0538 0.83
9,000-12,000 662,660 29,760 . 0449 0.69
12,000 + 658,856 36,484 . 0554 0.85
Private 2-year 0-6, 000 ' 38,507 . 2,813 . .0731 1,12
Ce 6,000-.9,000- 35,602 1,802 .0506 0.78 -
9,000-12,000 30,929 1,101 . 0356 0.55
; 12,000 + 4,955 765 ', 1544 2,37
. A
“'Source: SRI¢ .
2 (o
- .Y
- ; °
[ s
|
. A ¢
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[ "v s .
7 . Table 19-. . ‘ . R ~
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND NEED-BASED = -
DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE GSL PROGRAM ‘. ,
: f Gross ' GSL . * GSL e e N
Institutional Income * Financial Dollars~ Divided by Normalized
.- Category Category Need z(thousandsl Need . Ratio o
x v & o~ ” . ‘ > ‘ .
. ’ . ¢ : . N
Public¢ 4-ygar $0-6,000 $886,388 -~ - $105,853 L1194 1.00
.o 16,000~ 9,000 817,595 65,129 .0797 0.67
- 9;000-12,000 - 785,175 69,295 - ' .0883. 0.74
12,000 + , 0 122,426 . . == < - ,
‘* Public 2-year ° 0-6,000 286,700 59,251 .2067 1.73
. 6,000~ 9,000 257,476 . 33,926 1318 1.10
. "9,000-12,000 * 189,571 ° 28,917 L1525 . 1.28 -
. 12,000 + 0 32,716 = -- ' -- N“
- Private 4-year  0-6,000 596, 242 37,503  , .0629 - 0.53 , .
6,000~ 9,000 610,619 24,783 ' .0406 0.34 )
9,000-12,000 - 662,660 - 29,915 ;L0451 - 0.38 -
° 12,000 + 658,856 ~79,486 .1206 101 -
K Private 2-year  0-6,000 . 38,507 4,358 .1106 " 0.93 .
, . 6,000+ 9,000 35,602 .2,722 .0765 | 0.64 . -
. o 9,000-12,0Q0 30,909 s 2,634 .0852 . 0.71
. . . “12,000 +° 4,955 " 3,671 L7409 . 6.21 ’
'), ’ ' '.a » . . . ’ ) ' I » .
Source:- SRI. S Al
, 5 ° 4 Tﬁ > /
] , N .
wr R
A |
; PN ) ) & . A o
,N‘”" . ' ) s -
I - - ¢
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'contrlbutlon schedules.

- Institutional Competition for ‘Student Aid Funds

. 'gross financial need varies across instltutlonal categorles as We}lsas, S
. e . . a
4

faMilypincome categories.

- . have built inl"matehlng" requlrementS\that forge the colleges to have

Table 20

FE .o A

COMRARISON OF AVERAGE ADJUSTMENT FACTORS ACGROSS..
FAMILY INCGME CATEGORIES FOR OFFlCE OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS

. ‘ q
. Aidl Adjustment Faotor for Studedts withaFamilf Income-of:- IR -
Program  $0-6,000  §6,000-9,000 §$9,000-12;000  §12,000 + ~ =
BEOG '’ 1.00 ! .51 W31 04 |
SEOG . . 1400 W45 v - '
s 100 . .57 - 32 600 |
NDSL .00 75 v .55 .46 . Y |
GsL 1.00 06 e T a0 T
Source: SRI. 7 S »[

u
IR 1 . . . -

model-is designed so, that. the adjustment factors can be calculated for

-~

alternative deflnitlons of “financial need and alternate expected parental
Also the a+4 distributions can be simulated with

and,without the adjustment §actor$ so‘comparisons can be made between the

1 3

adjusted‘and unadjusted distributions af student aid.

. .

a . }

’

"., - Y

the relationship between the C ¢
“

actual amount of’ a1d ‘received and thd amount expectedZOn the basis of

As shown in. Tables 15 through 19,

The“ability (or desire) of inftitutions to

séek and obtain student aid funds varies acg%rding to the goals and the’

orientation of the,college or uhiversity, and may be the result of a

variety of factors. First, mafiy of the federal student aid programs E

a B

suffic1ent studenL aid money available of their ownﬂto match some perdent-

- \

age of‘that reCelved from. the federal»government.
v 54

As illustrated in °.
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‘hete little: problem meetlng these requirements.

Tahle 21, the public two—year colleges aré most'noticeabfy affected by

e,

" PR - PR
R u ] ¥
, B

. Second, some institutions‘use student aid as a means of attracting.
. P .

‘students with desirable characterlstics. These institutions are likely
. ow. : C ) i

to seek federal student aid dollars more aggressivelv than other insti-

tutions. Thlrd,wsome 1nstitutlons ‘have well-establlshed student aid of -

flces that can easlly adapt to federal programs, whereas othef institu-

2

tions may have to start ‘or greatly expand such an office to make the aid

* 2
N

available to thelr‘students. ' . .

Becauge of matchlng requlrement variations and. the competltlve;fac-

tors varylng across: types of federal programs, ‘the adjustment factors that

s

account for d@viatlonS"between actual and simulated distributions on the

]

basis of need acrossylnstltutlonal categories are likely to vary by type

-of student.aid‘program. The basic information is contained in Tables 15

through.19, and the average adjustment factors across institutional cate-’

gories are given in Table 22. For the institution-based programs (SEOG
~

CWS, . and NDSL), the prlvate four-year colleges and universities receive

~a significantly larger share of the aid relative to the other institutional

categorles thdn expected on the bas1s of groEs financial need. The
public two=- year colleges do very poorly relatlve to their need with the

SEOG and NDSL program, but” do reasonaoly well with respect to CWS. It

1s 1nterest1ng that the situation'is reversed for the noninstitutional-~:

0

based programs (GSL and BEOG), For these programs,. the publlc two-year

“y

colleges do'very well, and (he pr:vategfour-year ;nstltutlons receive

the same or slightly less than expected on the basis of gross financial

need. R - 4o

-

o

v
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Table 22

R

' COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ADJUSTMENT FACTORS ACROSS

“ ‘ INSTITUTIONAL CATEG'ORIES FOR OFFICE QF EDUCATION PROGRAMS I,
Aid Adjustment Factors for Sﬁﬁdehﬁé Attending: ’ié,

Program Public 4-Year Public 2-Year ® Private 4-~Year Private. 2-Year
) : - . ) - - 1
S BEOG 1.00 2.40 0.66 3.58
) SEOG 1.00° .69 1.14 .99
WS 1.00 1.08 .76 . 117
NDSL 1.00 .34 1.10. 1.01
GSL 1.00 1.70 .52 %95

Source: SRI.
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Student Aid Preferences and Responses

In addition to the preferences of financial aid officers and -the

competition of institutions for student aid funds, the preferences of

" the students for different types of aid and the degree to whlch enroll-

ment is induced by the avallablllty of aid must be considered in deterfg'
mining the distribution of aid across income and instftutional categories.
Most of the student demand studles to date have g1ven estimates of student
response to tuition levels and not to a]ternatlve financial aid program
dollar levels. The term "student réspense' means the degree to which
students are induced to enroll at some hlgher education 1nst1tution be-
cause of the availability of student aid or a decrease in tuition. The

- =
analysis of student aid programs requires some estimates of the respon-
siveness of_potential students torchanges in net price (total cost of
attendance minus.student aid). - The results from‘the.tuition studiesw

have been veryoconsistent and the basic formulation and statistical es-

’tlmates from the Radner—Mlller study are used as the bas1s for the pr1ce

el asrlcity (percentage change in enrollment divided by" percentage change

in net price) estimates used in the simulation model. A recent study by
. . i .

Carlson'used data from several program evaluation studies of federal and’

state student aid programs to estimate elasticities for a variety of

-student aid programs (grants, loans, and work study). |

‘
[y

The price elaStlthleS estimated by Radner and Mlller depend on
family 1ncome, the percentage of the ellglble populatlon (by famlly in-

come category) that attend each type ‘of 1nstitutlon, and a "Beta'" coef-

ficient estimated from their data. The pr0cedure used in the simulation

model is to calculate these basic tultlon elast1c1t1es for the nation

and for each state be1ng analyzed by using the approprlate percentages :
of individuals enrolled by income and by -type of institution. ‘These |
tuition-elasticity estimates for the nation are shown in Table 23. The

diagonal'elements of each matrix indicates the percentagegchange in




t . .

‘Table 23 ,

STUDENT PRICE RESPONSE COEFFICIENTS BY FAMILY INCOME*

. »

Institutional ' ] Institutional Sectdr
Sector Public 4-Year Public 2-Year Private 4-Year Private 2-Year

R
Family income $0-6,000

o

. . Public 4-year < 7.45 -1.66 -1.66 -1.66 . »

Public 2-year " -1.03 8.08 -1,03 © -1.03 :
" Private 4-year . -0.54 -0.54 "8.57 -0. 54
Private 2-year -0.05 -0.05 " -0.05 . 9.06 o
_Family income®$6,000~9,000 : : o v 4
Public 4-year ' 2.59 ~0.69 , -0.69 -0.69
Public 2-yea; L ~043 T 2.85 . ©-0.43 -0.43
Private 4-year T -0.24 - -0, 24 3.04 -0.24
W Private 2-year ) - -0.02 =0.02 N ) -0.02 . 3.26 io T
Family income $9,000-12,000 . . - .
Public 4-year L v =0.21 -0.21 -0,21 v
public. 2-year _‘ -0.07 1.32 -0.07 -0.07 '
Private 4-year -0.12 -0.12 . 1.27 / ~-0.12
Private 2-year 40,004 - -0. 004 -0.004 139 .

Family income $12,000

Public 4-year o 1,18 -0.21 -0.21 -0.21 _. .
Public 2-year " -0.07 CoL3 -0.07 -0.07 .
Private 4-year ~0. 004 -0.12 . | 1,27 -0,12
. Private 2-year ' -0.004 Afffdf:;ooé ' \- -0. 004 S L39
* . ) »

* : - .
Percentage change in enrollment resulting from a $100 decrease in tuitionﬂ

Sburce:'aSRﬁ . ‘ ’ { . !
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enrollment expected given a $100 decrease in .tuition. For example, a

"$100- decrease invtuition at public 4-year institutions would increase

the enrollment of individuals from families with inc&@e,betueen $0 and
$6,000.by 7.4%%. The pff-diagonal elements o leach matrix indicate the ~
percentage change in enrollment decreased in one& institutional category,
given a $100 decrease in tuition aé another institutional category. ‘For

exampLe,vijfpublic'Z-year institutions decreased?their tuition by $100,

the enrollment of students at public 4-year institutions -with family in-

come $0-$6,000 would decline by 1.03%. = As expected, the'magnitude of the
estimated enrollment changes decline as the.family income increases.
Similar matrixes are calculated for each state. Thelhigher‘the‘;ercenté
age of young adults enrolled in college, the smaller the elasticity esti-
mate calculated from. the Radner—Miller equation. That is, the higher the

enrollment rate, the more difficult-it is to attract additional individ-

‘uals to enroll. All the potentianl students already may be enrolled, or

at least it is less likely that they will be induced to enroll because
of a net price decrease. The direct price response estimates are shown

in Table 24 for each state.

Since comparable elasticities for changes in student aid programs

were not available by state, the elasticities from the previously cited '

~ study by Carlson were transformed into tuition-adJuotment factors by

income and institutional category for each of ~the federal student aid ; (’“&

programs. These factors are illustrated in Table 25. All\the adjustment

factors for grants, loans, and work study are less than 1.0, which means -

~ that in all caseszthe enrollment change estimated for a $100 increase in

either grants, loans, or work study support is less than the enrollment

change expected for a $100 decrease in tuition. Given the uncertainty

fl

associated with receiving student aid, this estimated behavior seems

correct. A student knows in advance the amount of tuition he will have

Ay

to pay, but he may not know until he starts classes the amount of aid he

\

» will receive. The adjustment factor for grants is much larger than for

¢ . . ' . . N
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o Table 24 ,
DIRECT STUDENT PRICE RESPONSE COEFFICIENTS -
FOR PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS BY STATE AND FAMILY INCOME
Family Income Category . .
. N . $6,000~ $9, 000~
State © $0-6,000 _$9,000 $12,000 $12,000+
‘Alabama : 8.26 = . 2,82 1.81 0.88
Alaska . : , 7.27 2.30 1.47 1.02
Arkansas ~ 742 " 2.64 1.71 . 1.1%
California : 7.14 2,57 1.73 1.17
Colorado . . 457 1.83 1.60 1.03
Connecticut - 7.73 2.78 1.77 1.24
... Delaware 7.33 - 1,65 1.46 1.13°
_ District of Columbia 6.84 . 2.41 ¢ . 1.87 1.337
_Florida o : 7.90 2,82 ©1.90 1.25
) Georgila . 8.22 2,82 . -1.84 1.09
< ... Hawall . 4,26 2.06 1.67 1.17
» ' ¢ Idaho = . 5,63 2.41 - 1.70 1.13
‘ . I1linois ' , : 7.86 " 2,63 1.84 » 1.24
Indiana .. 7.76 2.68 © 178 Y L 1.04
Iowa ‘ 8.03 2.93 1.90. 1.16
Kansas . . 6.81 - 2.41 " 1.55 1.06
Kentucky ' : 8.05 © 2,48 1.66 1.06 -
Louisiana 7.21 . ©2.31 1.55 1.09
Maine 6.77 . 2,74 1.91 1.19
Maryland . % 6.94 : 2.66 1.73 1.19
. Massachusetts L 1.24 ) 2,58 1,79 - 1.26
_  Michigan - . ' 6.83 2.49 1.75 1.18
N ‘Minnesota 8.05 02,24 1.14 0.56 c : v
Mississippi . 6.72 . 2.83 . 2,03 1.29 '
: Missourd 6.26 2.15 1.62 1.21
" Montana A -" 5024 2,15 1.62 1,16
Nebraska 6.25 - 2,02 1.61 1.16
Nevada : 7.62 1.86 1.27 1.29 .
New Hampshire - ' 7.73 2.73 1.73 - 1.09
New Jersey , 6.98 2.45 1.78 1.29 ‘
New Mexico 6.51 2.29 ©1.62 1.03
New York ~ 7.89 2.72 ° 1.81 1,24
North Carolina 8.05 ) 2.79 1.88 1.13°
North Dakota == ~ 5,62 2,24 1.60 1.10
Ohio . 7.09 T 2.47 1.72 1,20
Oklahoma 6.27 © 2,14 1.64 1.09
. Orégon = - 6.93 2.53 . | 1.68 ©1.10
Pennsylvania : 8.10 ;. 2.88 : 1.84 1.26
Rhode Lsland , . 7.08' 2.54 1.76 1.21 ®
South Carolina 8.54 . 2.80 . 1.79 1.12 ‘
South Dakota ' . 6,32 2.20 1.60 1.15 "
Tennessee ) v 7.62 2,63 1.67 1.07 -
. o Texas S 1.07 - 2.61 1.77 1.17 .
Utah ' - , ‘3.72 - # 1,65 1,57 1.12
u Vermont 7.38 . 2.74 1.72 0.94
' Virginla T 7.92 2.65 1.74 1.17
Washington o " 6.57 ©2.59 1.77 1.17
" West Virginia 7.87 . 2,65 1.62 0.97 \
Wisconsin , 6.39 " 2.40 ~1.55 1.14 '
Wyoming ‘ : 6.79 - 2.48 1.72 1.14
o & -
Source: SRI. ) :
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Table 25

PRICE RESPONSE COEFFICIENT ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

. . BY TYPE OF AID ' S

Family Income

Institutional  $0- $6,000-  $9, 000~ - \ .

Sector' ¢ 6,000 .9,000 12,000 ~ $12,000+

' Grants ' y ‘ '
Public 4-year - -0.89  0.21 0.21  © 0.10 E
Public 2-year 0.89 _"o;gl 0.21 0.0
Private 4-year. 0.79 0,22 0.22 0,10
Private 2-year 0.79 0,22 0,22 . 0.10
"Loan ‘ - B | | »
‘public 4-year  0.48  0.26 ~  0.26 0.03
». ~ Public 2-year 0.48 0.26° 0.26 - 0.03 _
Private 4-year 0.44 0,39 0.39 0.11 L
Private 2-year 0.46  0.39  .0.39  0.11 |
" Work study . LT | - 4 .
Public 4-year ~ 0.40  0.16 0.16 0.02
. Public 2-year  0.40 0.16 0. 16 0.02 S N
" Private 4-year 0.47  0.28 . 0. 28 o 0.05 | ,
Private 2-year 0.47 ' 0.28 0.28 - - 0.05 ﬂ

w Source:

Carlson, D.,,"Student Price Response Coefflcients

for Grants, Loans, Work-Study Aid, and Tuition ,
Changes: An Analysis of Student Surveys," unpub- = - /-
lished ménuscript, Department of Agricultural Eco-

o nomics, Univ. of Calif. Davis, November 1974.

A
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loans and work study. This result is not surpr151ng glven the obvious

2

advantages of a grant and the*preferences of aid offlcers for awardlng

. % e

grants to new students and for giving loan¥. and work study to contlnulng

‘students. For all types of aid and fog all institutional categorles, the

@ .
adJustment factor becomes smaller as the- family income 1ncreases. Since

the tuition elasticities also decline as family income rises, the enroll-
ment induced by ;nereaslng in grants, loans, or work study for hlgher in-
come young adults is extremely small - These factors are applied within
the simulation model to each state's tuition elast1c1ties as described
above to §1e1d estimates of elast1c1ties for each of the three types of®
student aid. . | S )

T

Independent Studeénts : -,

- Independent students make up nearly 20% of the FTE undergraduate_
degree credit enrollment. Depéendent and 1ndependent students must be’
analyzed/separately-because the two.groups have different setsvéf,re;
sources and'living expenses. No single criterion exists for defining an

independent student. The BEOG programs' definition is used because it

is the most widely accepted crLterlon for awarding federal state, and

instituticnal funds. That definition describes an independent student -as

one who:

(1); Has not and will not be claimed as an exemptlon for
- federal income tax purposes by any person except
himself or his spouse for the calendar year prlorﬁto \
the academic year for which aid is requested.

(2) Has not received and will not receive financial: _
asskstance of more than $600 from his or her parents’
in the calendar years in which aid is requested.’

(3) Has not lived or will not live for more than two con-

‘ secutive weeks in the house of a parent during the
calendar year in which aid is received and the calendar
year prior to the academic year for which aid is re-
quested. '

¥ .

v
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Based on this{definition df an independent student and the data de-
- ' ~scribed.in the previous section, the estimated number dffinﬁependent
students by type of institution is shown in Table 26, Over half the in-

dependent students are in public four-yeér institutions., Relative to.

total enrollment,‘howerer, the greatest percentage of studentsnclaséified

L . C .

as indepéndent are in~the public two-year institutions.

N , -

.
. . . . .
[ . . » R :
- N : . v
. ’
. . . .
.

6 . " Tédble 26 , ‘

»

. ) NATIONAL ESTIMATE OF ,ENDEPENDENT STUDENTS
. BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

> '

Institutional
Category

. -

ez o et - o
Percent .
‘Independent

4 oL
Total FTE
Undergraduates

: Independent
Students

.

Public 4-yeax
=Public 2-year

597,247

348 ,052

2,975,158
1,100,509

20°.1%

31.6

" Private 4-year- 138 500 ?,320,207" 10.5 .

‘Private 2-year 8,619 82L26é‘ 1Q.5 ° |

4

Total 5,478,138 -

o

1,092,418 19.9% .

S ‘ » ) ) g »

3 »

“Source: A. Hershberger et al., The Degelopment'of the Data-Baséﬁ
fOS "Student Aid: Description and Options," SRI, 1975.
‘ ' ! / 3 . ' L

- . . .
. : . . . 2
- X a .

-

The percentage of total undergraduate enrollment estimated t9 be

’1ndependent accortling to the BEOG deflnitlon varies signifi antly across - '

Because of the magnitude of these percentages a d th" ispersion over

states, it is important to consider how this large seémen of the student

population would be analyzed for.the,purpose of'distributing student'aid.
_ . - 6
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. . e Table 27
‘ .+ 7 NUMBER OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS BY STATE
'i:, [P . '
- Independent Percentage of Total
N _ State Students - FTE Und_é__);g;aduatés
Y - 4 " .
Alabama . . 16,212 20%
Alaska 2,521 43
Arizona - ¥ b 8,247 14
Arkansas .. 9,299 22
california . 187,198 30
‘Colorado . 9,623 _12
Connecticut 12,820 16
Delaware 3,068 > 19
District of Columbia 5,139 15
Florida ' : 44,762 ( 28
Georgia 20,583 . 22
. Hawaii. 8,614 36
Idaho 4,993 21
Illinois 50,667 19
. Indiana 11,075 'Y 8
Towa 11,680 - 16
Kansas i 14,616 19
Kentucky ‘ , 16,187 22
Louisiana T 15,182 15° v
Maine” 3,484 15
Maryland 13,442 15
Massachusetts - 25,606 ° 13 - -
Michigan 46,631 20
Minnesota’ 16,517 15
v Missigsippi ! 6,797 -12
Missouri : 24,731 21
' Montana 4,159 19
- «» Nebraska 8,003 17 .
Nevada 1,919 22
New Hampshire 4,511 18
New Jersey 21,430 16
- ‘New Mexico 1,040 23
" New Yowk 149,270 29
North Carolina 16,406 14
North Dakota 3,266 . 15
Ohio 42,281 17
Oklahoma 11,790 14
Oregon 15,297 24 { .
_ Pennsyl¥ania 22,161 8
: {'\‘ Rhode Tsland 4,840 15
South Carolina 8,637 14
South .Dakota 4, 029 18
Tennessee 18, 255 , 17
Texas 81,001 26 °
5 Utah 9,035 16
Vermont 2,599 14°
Virginia 17,958 18
Washington 23,051 21
West Virginia 5,143 L1100
Wisconsin - 18,907 “ 15
Wyoming 1,747 18
Source: SRI.
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The simulation model is-designed so that the process of student aid

distribution to independent studgpts can be incorporated into the analy-

"

sis in-three different ways, as outlined below:

o " (1) The independent students can be left out of the analysis.
That is, the distribution of student ‘aid may be esti-
mated solely o tEEvbasis of the number and distribution
; of dependent students by family income and type of in~-
R o stitution attended. Elimination of the independent v
students from the analysis mkes it possible to ex- '
. ' amine the different impacts of alternativé federal
student aid prdgram on dependent students for which
more detailed data exist by parental income and types
of institutions.

t Lo (2) The independent students may be distributed across

) family income categories in the same percentages as

. o ‘o dependent - students.. This procedure, therefore, leaves = <

‘ _ the distribution of enrollment across family income o
""" categories the same as the dependent students but in- R

creasesthe total num%er of students to include all
undergraduate,.degree-credit students. With the cur-
“rent data available on independent students, this pro-
cedure for categorizing independent students by income’
‘may be as good as any other approx1mation. It should
- : be noted that for the purpose of distributing student
N aid the independent students should be placed into- .
i y  "parental ‘income" categories-not on the basis of their .
income but on the basis of thelr: need > Independent
students are. taxed at a higher rate - rhan are the parents
) “of’ dependent students. An independent-student with an
oo o income of $3,000 is expected to contrlbute all of ‘this
income to his education (except for an. amount suff1c1ent
s ‘ “for living expenses during the .summer months), while a
R » dependent student's parents with_incomes of  $3,000 are ¥
. expected to contribute only $270 toward the student's
) _eudcation., This 1atter contribution is at less than a
10% tax raub

“(3) The Lndependent students may be categorized across paren~ S
tal income levels according to their gross. financial need
and then added(with the dependent students in each of the

. o family income categories, For example, the range of

-r
[}
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gross financial need of dependent students with family™
income between $0-$6,000 is $2,660 to $3, 000. For inde-
r pendent students, it has been estimated that' approximately -
20% have gross financial need of $2,660 to $3,000. %imi- , -
"lar comparisons of gross financial need have beeh calcu=
lated for the other family income categories, ‘and the re-.
9 sulting distribution of independent students according;
to parental income categories is shown in Table 28.
This estimated distribution assymes that financial -aid
-officers use a similar procedure to: that described .
above for determining the need of, and the amount of
aid awarded to, independent students. s -

,.‘ . .

Legislative Regulations for Student Aid Programs

; The federal government has the fdllowing three levels‘of'control"
over the distribution of student aid:

v

(1) The total number of dollars approprlated for student . e
' flnanc1al ass1stance. )

(2) The percentage of the total lamount of aid Spllt be--
- tween alternative programs. «

-

(3) The rules and regulations'governing each individual -
' PrOgram. ' P .

&

Beyond these parameters, the actual d1str1butlon of federal student
aid dollars depends on the decisions made by thousands of colleges and
un1vers1t1es and by mllllons of students. The effects of student and
1nst1tutlonal dec181ons on the d1str1butlon of student aid have been dis-
cussed. This section outlines in more detail the dec1slon\parameters
- that the federal government has-aE;its disposal tovinfluence‘the'distri-V
bution of studenthaid. The simulatiOn’model Has.been designed to incor-

porate many of these decision parameters into the procedure for ‘deter-

~mining how the aid funds are distributegs The model therefore can be

used to estimate the likely impacts on aid distributions of changes-in

any of the federal government's decision parameters.

3
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}‘- - | ' ) Nible 28 , .
- o o ES'T}IMATED INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF INDEPENDENT ‘ :
STUDENTS . E:OR STUDENT, AID DISTRIBUTION
L4 , | ) o . v' & . .
”——" Parental Range of - | ' ,
’ Income Financial Need” Percentage of " ™ Percentage of FTE
Category low - High Independent Students Dependent -Students
o . $0-6,000- 2,660 3,000 20.0% . - - 20.3%
_$6,000-9,000 2,538 2,660 . 100 4 - 20,6 . %
. $9;000-12,000 2,450 2,538 5.0 7 20.5..
, $12,000 + 0 2,450 . 65.0 L "38.3
. - N ' : S
’ 9cBased on a total cost of $3 000 and the Offlce of Educatlon expected ‘ .
’ - parental contrlbutlon schedule given in Table 4. . : S S
) Source: A. Hershberger et al., 1975.
- : < | .
\ [l 1l 7 B \ - ’ . 3
\,\\ ‘ o . ! ) . .
. b' !
v ‘ LY '
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The following decision parameters for, each aid program have been
‘o (] o' (] ] " . ’ "
incorporated into the simulation model: o L ; .

) L

(D Total dollars Lo be appropriated.

e - (2) Dype of studentﬁ eligible. full~ t:ha part.- time, FTE 4 b ;;L
ot 'BEOG recipients, all students. . S

(3) - Ineome cucoff level for eligibility:' for example,
students with family incomes greater than.$12,000 are

. not eligible to receive aid under the program. . .
: : . A

S

- R -
(4) Maximum grant size Jin dollars: for example, no ‘'students -
can receive 'a grant of mqre than $1,000. '

(5) Maximum grant size as a percentage of the total cost of . '
attendance: for example, no student ,can treceive a grant .* " : 4
exceeding 50% of the total attendance costs.

"
L3

- (6) Eligible institut}oﬁal categoriesi- for the e,
_ institutional-based programs, restrictions may be
. placed -on the types of institutions that may par-
v ticipate. For the noninstitutional-based programs, , Z\k:
restrictions may be placed on the: Qolleges at which ‘ s \7
. aid recipients may enroll -

(7) | Parental contrlbutlon schedules: as discusseg/before, v
since several different expected parental contribu- : L .
tlon schedules have been proposed and are being used,

E‘the simulation model provides for alternative schedules L
to be specified. -

(8). Institutional matcbing perccntages} yfor example, in-
stitutiong are reqyired to match 100% of the federal
SEOG dollars and 20% of the CWS federal dollars.

(9) ‘ﬁid packaging procedures: for example, CWS to be _ *
‘distributed after SEOG or SEOG distributed after BEOG.

&

(10) TIntermediate state allocations: for:example,%on the
basis of fu}l—time enrollment, FTE enrollment, low-
income population, -education effort index, high school
graduates. '

For grant types of aid programs, the above list,"of decision param- . -

‘eters is fairly complete. For work study programs, it is less complete

since detailed specifications of the types of work on or off campus that

E

qualify are not ‘included. For loan progra&s, the list is also incomplefe

since interest rates, repayment plans, and default procedures are not




’

E
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~ included. Sufficiently detailed information does not currently‘exist to

v

suggest differences in Behavior resulting from variations®in these ex~-

cluded”parameters.

h ———

The simulation model as currently designed does include a fairly

large nrmber of policy parameters. The ﬁurpose of the model is to'simq~

.

late the distribution of student aid across states and institutional and = -

. 4
family income categories for alternative specificatioms of all these

parameters.

-0




IV ANALYTICAL PROGEDURE FOR | i

- . T -

TUITION CHANGES : .
ALthough the main purpose of the simulation model is to assess the
impact of'alternative federal student aid programs, it is useful for
many analyses to include alternatlve assumptlons about tultlon levels at
the various categorles of 1nst1tut10ns.. Tuition changes dlrectly influ-
encemstudent aid dlstrlbutlons in several ways. First, as dlscu sed -in
. Chapter IIT, students and potential students respond to price changesr
therefore; tuition changes will 1nf1uence the number of students avail-

¢
, - able to participate in student aid programs. Second, tuition changes af-

fect the,ealculated 1eve1 of financial need as discussed in_Chapter I.

iTuition policy is a erucialvcbnsideration for student add policies
which are made by thousands of institutions. .Hence, it is very dlfflcult
for the federal government to anthlpate how 1nst1tut10ns and states (in
.the case of publlc-lnstltutlons) will respond to federal student aid pro-
gram changes. For example, will large increases in the funding 1eve1 of
‘ald programs aimed at provrdlng flnanc1a1 ass1stance to a larger number
of students simply be eroded by 1arge increases in tuition that raise
the amount of‘flnanc1a1 need perﬁstudent and therefore increase the aver-
age award granted? For this .type of situation and other similar issues,
it is useful to simulate the impact of federal programs. using different

assumptipns about tuition policies in the future.

-+ The simulation model estimates the change in FTE undergraduate,

degree-credit enrollment resulting from a tuition change for any of the.

institutional sectors. These estimates are based on the price response
‘coefficients described in Chapter III. It should be noted that  the price

response,coefficients include both direct and indirect price effects.

71 , ‘ o | | o
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This is, a tuition change in one’ institutional category will influence
the enrollment in other institutional sectors. ’

-

"o

Since increased tuitions may result in'an’inérease Qf'institutional
or state student aid(programs, a procedure has been developed to calcu-
late the enrollment change likely ¢o result from some percentage of the - ~ -

*

tuition increases being redistributed to students on the basis of finan-
. 4/ ’
cial need.

The detailed algebraic equations for the tuition analysis are shown

below.

[2] Ns; =NS, (1-5% &
: j=1

3] 3 NsimTGim=Z N??uyrcipri i=1, ..., M o,

m=1 m=1 , : _

J S . S
a t s s
= ' 1= oo ; =1, ..., M )
[41 Nsj .=WNs  (L+ _‘Z]=]_O: tim €5 ch=l el Ty om=1, e M
s s ' s , ' o T
[5] TGim = DG (TBi - PCm) if.(TBi - PCm) >0 .
= Q ~ otherwise . )
[6] When TG >MDG or TGS =>MPG . TBS . .
im . im , i ' .
s . s . g .
set lGim = MDG or TGjm = MPG.';TBi, respectively,

s

: a
+ .
subtract (NSi‘ TGi )'

from the right hand side of ‘equation [3], and

resolve equations [3] - [6].

+

Where: Ti . = Baseline tuition‘level for institutional catégorybi for x
. the state being analyzed. ‘ . L
) Pi = New tuition level for instiﬁutional category i for the

state being analyzed. ‘ -
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.
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NS,
“im

NSim

PT

)

NS,
im

TGim

ijm

TB

.

Tuition change for institutional category i for the state
being analyzed .

Percentage change in enrollment for institutional category 1
and parental income category m given a $1 tuition decrease for
institutional category j for the state being analyzed '

. L) . _
Baseline enrollment for institutional category 1 and parental
income category m for the.state being analyzed.

Enrollment after the tuition change for institutional category
i and parental income category m for the-state being analyzed.
Percentage of additional tuition revenues to be redistributed
as student aid for institutional category i for the state being
analyzed. T e | - |

Enrollment after the distribution of student aid from tuition
revenue for institutional category i.and parental income
cateaory m for the state belng analyzed.

Additional dollars per student of aid from tuition revenues

for institutional category i and parental income category moo

for the State being analyzed

= Percentage change in enrollment for institutional'category

i and parental income category m given a $1 per student grant
increase for institutional category j for the state being
analyzed.

Average total student budget for attending an inst1tution “
in category i for the state being. analyzed :

Expected parental‘contribution for parental income category m.
: - : =

Maximum dollarS'per student of’grant aid to be awarded.

L]

Maximum grant per student as a percentage of total cost of
attendance .to ,be awaided

-

Proportionality constant for distributing student grants -
over .income cdtegories.




\Y ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE FOR STUDENT AID'PROGRAM MODiFICATIONS

Foxr the need—based,Ainstitutional student aid programs, the proce-

dure developed in the simulation model includes all the dimensions dis-
. cussed so far. Bas}éally,'the average amount of aid per student is de-

termined from the following relationship:

‘ ' Tetal d | | '

Average aid 2 S Expected Current ~ [Adjustment

or student] & student] =~ parental- - aid X" Fact |
pexr studen budget contribution ) : - or

In addition to this equation, the average aid per student must not
violate any of the rules and regulations specified in the legislation
for the particular program. For example, maximum award sizes are en-

forced as are institutional matching requirements. The edjustmeht fac-

*

tors reflect the influence of financial aid officers and institutional
competitibn~effécts on the aid~distribution as described in Chapter IIT.

%
The’ proportlonallty term in theée above equatlon 1ndicates that a scale

. factor must be calculated that will foxrce equality between the average

aid'per student times the’ number of students and the total - funds appro-

)
A

priated. to the specific program. .
a ¢

Since the slmulatlon medel is des1gned t§ analyze a package af up

to three programs slmultaneously, the student aid d1str1but10n procedure

%
involves solving a” setvof three simultaneous, nonllnear'equatlons.

. : : : - . ' ) A A

% ' ' - . o : s

The procedure used to splve this set of equations is Newton's Method
for Systems described in 5. D, Conte, Elemehtary Numerical Analysis -
An Algorlthmlc Approach, MCGraW%Hlll Serles in Infoxmdtion Processidg -

and Computers, New York, 1965 - ¢ S
-' ) . . . 75 T ' v

- Q - * $ y‘ i T N . |
RC o BT s

-k




All the detailed equations for the student aid distributibn calcula{/

tions are given below. The,variables used in. the equations'are'defined

at "the end of the equstionlsection. '

[

Equations for Distribution Procedure C » " _ T:>

1

[1] Average per student state grant times the number of students must equal
: the total amount of state grants:
oM .
.z NS -GS, =G -
11 m=1 im im

[2] Average per student state loan*times the number of students must equal

. the total amount of state loans' _ . , .
. M _ ‘ '
L. . ©Ns% .ouis 1S
L6l m=l im - im

L5

[3] Average per student state work study support times the nimber of students
must equal the total amount of state work study aid
M
T I NS WS, =WS . : .
iel m=1 imb- im . : o Col
[4] Average per student federal grant.times the number of students must
- equal the total amount of federal grants:

M ' o
s : s = CN
L ) (NSl . G?im) + (NNim GN, ) GN
iel m=1 . im .

1 ~

[S]F Average per student federal loan times the number of students must

equal the total amount of federal loans: . S ' (
M
i 5 . . _
T I (Nsij LSim2+$NNim LNim),

¢

@

iel m=1

[6] Average per student federal work. study support times the number of
students must equal the total amount of federal work study aid:

M. . :
. S .‘ g8 . =
L L (Nsim WSim)'+ (NNim WNim)

»

iel m=1 | A e
[71 Caleulation of the enrollment change induced by the student aid package
for the state being énalyzed:.' n v
s "a ‘ s o s
.= LS ; .. WS,
NSy = NSy (L # § “ym Sgm * ? B ya Dgm * & Yigm in)

.

N < S

. T . ag ™




[8]

(91

[10]

{11]

C[12]

[13]

' [14]

./ WS,

~
.

Calculationi of the enrollment change induced by the qtudent _aid packag;/J,

for the rest of the nation: i - o
.S a n y ' n n
N, =N 1+, .. GN, + s
N im N ul ( ? Q1Jm NJm ‘ § B1Jm Lij + ? Yijm wNim)
: . ' #

Aggrage per student state grant:

s
GS, = (TB}

im ®G.'

, - oS
0 i; (TBi

s "
— — - >
CAi ) if ‘(TB {. ?C CAi ) 0

")

7" PCm AG im

- - Cl <
BC_~'CA, ) <0

It

GS,
-~ im

Average per student state loan:

im

. ' - ) .év _
= . M - - . y - — >
Lsim DL (TBi PCn1 CAim) ALim” if (TBi PCm CAim) ‘0
‘ . 5
- - - <
LSy, = 0 if (TB] - PC — CA ) < O
/Average per studeént state work study support:
= - - - pC - >
im )] (TB'i ?C CA ) im if FTBi Pbm' CAip)‘- 0
= s - 4 ~— o < . ' N )
WS, =0 if\ (IB] - BC_ cAim) <o T } A
Average pgr student federal grant: ) :
= . ‘SA - P - -' : E S — - > N
GNim = DG (TBi ; Aqm CAim) AGim if (TBi PCm CAim) 0
GN, =0.4if (TB® - PC_ - CA, ) <0
im RS m im” —
Average per student federal loan: ,
. . . A,
' S. ' s )
- .. — - L. - — >
LN, = DL« (TBJ'- PC - CA, ). AL, if (TB] - PC_ ch Q>0
N, =0 if (TB} - PC_~CAy) < 0 | - IR
im , i
Avefage per séudeht federal wofk sthdy support? -
' s DN e : s ’ ’ -
L= . - - "y ~— B >
Wy = DW ‘(.TEV»i PC_ = CA ) " AW, =~ if IB] - PC_ CA, ) | )
. _ . s _ - . ‘ ” .
| WN, =0 4f (TBi PCm - CAim) <0 . p




o

Ite

rative Procedure’ for Award'Makimums:; , K
[15] State grant maximums: : . o : ) )
when GS > MDG . .
im . :
n : s
> .
or @S, >MPG - TB] ,
set GS = MDG or GS, = MPG - TBS respectivelyr B )
im . im , Sl R ,
and GS = GS -—'(Nsim "GSim)‘and resolve equations [1] - [14] .
[16] State loan maximums: _ . o -
> ‘ . _' 3 '
~when 1S, > ML ,, o - \ |
, s : )
> . . :
or ., L§, > MPL * TB o -
'.. y _ A _ .l. S R *
set LSim MDL or LSim = MPL | TBi respecpively . L
" and .,EE-= s —_(Nsim . LSim) and resolve equations [1] - [13] g
[17] ‘State work study support maximums:
. when WS, )> MDW ' g -
im
. s .
or WSim,> MPW TBi
= I : = s S . . N
set 'W§im" MDW orfWSim MPW .,TBi' respectively | : . o
and WS = ﬁ§'~ (Nsim . wsiﬁ)nand resolve equations.[l] - [14]’
5 - . ’ ,
[18]- Federal grant maximums: i ,

when

or

. set

and

GN, > MDG

A

- iln . v .
GN, > MPG * TB. : : o ' - N
im i A - o . L : .
GN, .= MDG or GN, = MPG * TB® respectively hell
im° P OF By T 3 R
GN = GN ~'(NNS « GN, ) and resolve equations [11 - [14]

. im im
- ) .

90 .




[20]

[21]

when WN, > MDW . ST ' .
: im « ) )
or ° WN, > MPW - TBS o
im K I i : . N L.
= == ! - S' ) . - . ’ . N o
set WNim- &MDH or WNim MPW - TBi respectively 'y .
and  WN = WN - (I\TN?H;‘—- WN, ) and resolve equations [1] - [14]
. N ) _ - R L v
- o
Institutional matching requirement maximum: N
M ‘ C . : '
v v S . : ) ) } s s
. . ; . N . > .
when Ei-—-l NS;p © (PMG -GS, +‘_‘15ML LS, -+ PMW. twsim) > TA] * PA]
M s - N | ’ R n n
n- ) . + L . . Y. ST . ; ’
or L N?lm (PMG GN, Pm; LNim.+ PMW wyim)} Ia, - PA;
g o 3 . S l. '“S y - l‘ - .c> bi .
.s?t GSim : GSim. , (IAi Pgi)/(PMG Gs, -+ PML 7.LSim + me. wsfm)
S18 = . S . paA%y /¢ . Cra fr 5
LSy, = LS, _(IAi -PAi)/gPMG GS, + PML - Ls, -+ PMW wsim)
_ .8 N ' : '
WS, = WS, . QIAi . PAi)/FPMGV. GS;, T PML ..LS . + PMW . wsim)
’ — . n . n . a - 0 : .
GN, =GN, (IAi PAi)/(PMG GN,  + PMP» ‘LNim + P@W’. WNim)
=5 LA n 5 \ g w2 ’ .
(LNg, =PLN; ot (TAY . PAD)/(PMG .GN, + PML . WNpg FORMW W
' = . n ﬂ y . , . » c
, .WNim WN, .'(IAi . PAi)/(PMG - GN, + PML . LNim_+ PMW . WNim) R
— _ o s - L . o
. GS = GS ‘(NSim . GS, ) L
LS =15 = (N85 . Ls, ) -
A - ]an lIn: e E .- "'
———— . ——— - S .
. WS = HS~ (Nsim . wsim) . S N . -
PRSI _ —— - s N . ) ° ’ N ' . .
O = G- (W, - ONg) L
LN = LN - (NN . LNy )
N = WN —-— 5 'c - ’ ’ 1 7
WN = WN - (NN L OWN, .

Federal loan maximums: - L , A -
when LN, > MDL . | - . ‘
. dm - , - L .

or LN, > MPL - TB® o :

LI im .i . _'

~ _ . - LS s
set LNim i MDL or LNim MPL ?Bi ~respectively )
and LN = LN - (NN;m ~'iNim)kand resolve equations [1] - [14]_ !

Fedgral work study support maximums:




of Variables

it

'R

alf

Definition
4.’ a
[1] Nsim
. L3}

s

[3]. NSim
S

_[4] NN
4

(51 68y
[6]. LS,
7] wsim
[81 GN, .
[10] :WNim
,
. [11] GS
[12] LS
[13“ WS

A N

[14] ©N
[15] IN °
[167 WN

Additional .dollars, of student~w0rk'study shpport from federal s
sourceSﬂ , R . : " . ’

Baseline enrollment for institutional category i and parental
income category m for the state being analyzed. :

Baseline enrollment for inStitqtional category i and parental
income category m for the rest of the nation.

Enrollment after the dieribution of student ald from federal or
state source for institutional category 1 .and parental income
category m for tﬁe state being analyzed.
Enrollment after the distribution of student aid from federal
sources for institutional category i and parental income category
m for the rest of the nation. : .

~

Additional dollars per student of federal or state grants forp'

Anstitutional category i and parental income category m forkthe

state being analyzed
Additional dollars per student of federal.ot state loans for .
institutional category i and parental income -category m for the :
state being analyzed. R . '

. y - ' \

Additional dollars per student of federal or state work study
support‘for~institutional category i and parental income category

-m for the state being analy?ed

o

Additional dollars per student of “federal grants for 1nstitutional
category 1 and parental income category m for the rest of the
ation.. - - -

. .
» - -

Additional dollars per student of federal loans for. institutional'

category i and parental income category m f£gr the rest of the '
natiog. ) ot

vAdditional ‘dollars per student of federal work study support ' w.“

for institutional category i and parental income category*m for

the rest of the nation.

Additional dollars of student grants from the state being analyzed«
* Q". I R

Additional dollars of student loans from the state being analyzed.

Ll

Additional dollars of student work study support rom the state,
being analyzed. T : S K
Additional dollars of student. grants from federal sources.

-

Additional dollars of student loans from federalksources. St




. Pt 0 e .

[17] e Percentage change in enrpllment for institutional category i and
", n parental income- -category m, given a $1 per student grant increases

a ) for institutional»category j for the state being analyzed

T

PercEntage change In enrollment for institutional category 1 and
.- parental income category m, given a $1 per student grant 1ncrease .
“for institutional category j: for the rest of the nation.
1191 BS‘, = Percentage ‘change in enrollment for institutional category 1 and
parental incorfe category m given a $1 per student loan increase -
for institutional categoryUJ for ‘the state being analyzed

—
[
(2]
!
L
- 0"

R

= Percentage change in enrollment for institutional category 1 and
parental income category m given a»$l per student '‘loan incréase
for institutional category j for the_rest of the nation.

. * . M \ i 1

—
N
O
R
w0
=]
I

Percentage change in ‘enrollment*for institutiomal category i and .

. . ~parental income category m given a $1 per student wotk study

.o " - . support increase for 1nstitutional category j for the state being.
' ' analyzed , . .

o
=
<
[EN
=]
]

n [22] v 2 Yy Percentage change in enrollment for institutional ‘category i and
. L parental income category m given a $1 per student work study .
' - support .increase ‘for institutional category j for the rest of the

nation. o : : - :

' [231 DG = Proportfonality constantffor'distributing'student grants aver
‘ institutional and income categories. .o C ‘

we

[24] DL

i

Proportionality constant for distributing student loans over
institutional and income categories.

) . A
Proportionality constant for distributing student work study -
support over 1nstitutional and income categories. A

3

i

[25]

»
”

: [26j TBi = Average total student budget for attending an institution in
S .~ category i for the state being .analyzed.

[27]" TB? = Average total student budget for attending an institution in
C category 1 for the rest of the nation.

* \ . ' ' .
[28%' PC ='EXpected parental contributdon for parental inconle category m. e

’ =

r [29] cA = Current amount of student aid available from all or selected

federail, sLate, and institutional sources for' students in, institu~
~ tiomal categogy i and parental income category m,

r s V- 3

. [30] AG, = Studemt grant. ‘distribution adJustment factor for/students in- - T,
. -institutional category i and parental income category m (see
Chapger III) : ‘

. =

= Student loan distribution adjustment- factor fof students in 4

institutional category i and parental income category m (see
Chapter IIX). 7 .

- ‘8]_ ' 5 ‘ : ) N

- - .
() B 9 vo3
R . 3
) ~
'

%

=
”
. o
LA
3




\ ’ . ’ . o
LA

.[32]v AWiv = Student work study support distribution adjustment facter for-
. ™ students in instiﬁutional category i and parental income

.category m (see Chapter I1I). ' L

[33]. MDG = Mamgmum dollars‘per student of.grAnt aid to be awarded ;

- [34] MDL = Mayimum dollars per student of loan aid to be awarded, ™~ - 3
[35] MDW = Maximum dollars per student <of work'study aid to be'aWarded. !
2 o R . . ] “
[36] MPG = Maximum grant per student as a percentage of total cost’ of v
; attendance to be awarded ;. . , <
N o [37] MPL = Maximum loan per student ds a percentage of total cost of A
' attendance to be awarded, , .
' v, N - ' .- .
'{38] MPW = Maximum work study support per student as a percentage of .
‘ ' ( total cost of attendance to be)awarded
[39] PMG® = Percentage of 1nst1tutlonal matohlng requlrement for a grafit
. program. .
G o ] ) ot .
[40] PML = Percentage of institutional-matching requirement for a loan .
‘ program. A P : Lo
q : & ' V » o ’ .
[41] PMW = Percentage of' institutional matchlng requlrement for a work . . »
© study pragram. : _ M
' o [42] 1A = Total amount of institutional student aid resources in 1nst1— )
' t tutgonal category i for the state being analyzed
'[43] lA? = Total amount of institutional student aid resources in insti-~
t tutional category i for the rest of the nation. . v R oM
/ . a ] N N
v [44] PAi = Percentage of'lnstltutlonal student aid resources available fbn

"~ matching purposes in 1nst1tutlonal category i for the state
belng analyzed . T

v
© ”

[45] PA,- = Percentage of 1nst1tutlonal student ald resources avallable for _
matchlng purposes in institutional categdry i “for the rest of
the nation, °

. -

oo
o
-

The system of equatlons must be solved once’ for each package of stu—

&

» 7
dent aid. A studen¢t a1d package, as descrlbed earller, 1ncludes at most,

k) Lj- .
one grant program, one loan program, and one work study program. All the -

3

. " programs in-dne package must be either. federal or state., For situations . s
1nvolv1ng seeral aid packages, the system of equaLlons outllncd above
< ’ ) \ ' 1 .

82
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is solved repetltlvely, once for each package.

The new enrollment dis-
‘trlbutlon from the solutlon for the flrst package becomes the . initial en- . »:
'W'~' rollment for the calculatlon of the second -package and so on. The slight: - <
“ ‘ . inaccuracy resultlng from thrs rterat;ve procedure, instead of a simultane-
j ’ ‘ . * . ' I _ '
.o ous solution does not seem seriods'enough to warrant the greatly ings
|
% creased complex1t1es of developlng the model to handle multlple packages
A
w ( -simultaneously Also, the magorlty of analyses run with the model in=-
R volve only a single package, if not only a 51ng1e program. The magnlfude.
‘ ‘\\ 1 ‘» TR 2 o * : ) .
R R of the inaccuracy, is very small as illustrated below: S ’
%' & - Let Ey = baseline enrollment - o \
il R . ’ . . X ) ) s ’ - .
W © Eg = enrollment after grant a ) .
i B o o R . .
. Ey = enrollment after grants a and b sequentially -
v ) E¢ = enrollment after grants'a and b simultaneously 1
. w\ . - ) ,’-,' ' .. »("‘ .
\; - o =-price response coefficient for a grant
S A = per student grant a .
B - ' B = per stugentggrant b a ;
then E; = E_ (1 +oA) , S ) ‘
Ev - By (1+0B) %
f b ‘? I} i . : ’
" Eg = Eg (1 + 0A + oB) o s M
e but Ep = Eg (1 +08)(1 + O/B) ' " .
:O(1+0'2AB) - R
therefore Ep dlffcrs from E¢ by Nz AB _ .
if 0':00001“ e - h
\ A = 100 o |
B = 100 o I o wo
, <) . 0 " .
then ' Eo = E5 (1.02) . :
' . S " | .
: and Ey = Eg (1.0201) since o2 AB = 0.0001. e
" o ) . ,.)
q"' ‘ s 1’383 a o ‘; .
. ’ s S : a v £
'VA o 6.-.‘ @’ ‘ N
v p . - \ R
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VI ILLUSTRATIVE ANALYSES. OF
} ) _ ALTERNATIVE STUDENT AID
- PROGRAM SPECIFICATIONS
i c . g,} “
.To illustrate how the data base and simulation model can be effec-

t1vely used for pOlle analysts, spec1f1c federal student aid program )
modlflaatlons are analyzed in thls chapter. In addttlon to provldlng
examples of how the 51mu1atlon model can produce useful pollcy 1nforma-

tlon, these analyses y1e1d some 1nterest1ng insights into the d1str1bu-
tions of the BEOG, CWS, and SEOG programs. . .
B - . R ', « » , . P

»

. . . - toe . . ) .
The BEOG Program: An Analysis of Alternative Maximum Grant- Specifications
. R . b . - . LTI o L . ‘

The BEOG program as currently specified has two types of "constraints
'\ ’ . ' : .
khat Limit the maximum amount of the grant that any student may receive.’

The first constra1nL is that the size of the basic grant should be equal

td $1;400 mlnus the expected parental conLrlbuthn for the student.

U51ng'the expected parenpal contribution schédule shown in Table 29, the:
. n' ““ . s . X . .
grant amounts per student ,* by family inconte categdries-and by type of in-

ystitution attended are glven in Table 30. Obvlously, these grant amounts

do not vary by type- of 1nsnatutlon, but this format is usef:l for 1ater
° ~

comparlsons of grant maximums. - .

v
.

The second constralnt is that the size of the grant cannot exceed

s om 1

507’ofrthe total cost of attendance. Us;ng the total student budget
flgures in Table 31 fox 1072-73 the maximum grant amounte are_given in’

Table 32 by famlly 1ncome and 1nst1tutlonal categorles Obviously;’this_

o N

coustraint on grant size does not vary acvoss famlly income .categories..
N = 4

Examlnatlon of Tables 30 and 32 together show that the $1 400 m1nus
expected parental contribution amount 1s the effective determlnant of

©

96°




[ I L . e . ' " e L, .
‘ . . a | ; "
. -~ ]
A - o B - N
- . . N & .
. o .Table 29
4 . ¢ .
EXPECTED PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION. SCHEDULE
. ’
.Institﬁtiqnai Fxpected Parentaf
Family Income Category  ~"Contribution'Schedule e
$0-6,000. . ALl e § 270
<8, 000-9, 000 ALL - 410 S
- 9,000-12,000 an” o s15 O
12,000 + - Public 4-year - 2,250 ' N
'12,000 + Public 2~year. 2,125
12,000 + = Private 4-year 2,384 ‘
12,000+ Private 2-yéar f 2,250
Bource: Office of Education memoranda (unpublished) on
) ~ parental contribution, 1974. o : . I
,’ reo, . _ C ’ . . . i N
o oo Table 30 _ . - - :
- | \f $1,400 MINUS EXPECTED PARENTét:bONTBIBUTION , ’
- | .
Institutional -, .- ' Family Income ‘ :
o T Category’ $0-6,000 -$6,000-9,000 °$9,000-12,000 - $12,000 +
> ' - - - o A ' & - ’
i Public 4~year "$1,130 $990 ~ . $885 . Gum
~ Public 2-year’ . 1,130 C 990 et . 885 -
- 'Private 4-year 1,130 - 9% ' 885 < |
. Private 2-year 1,130, 990 885 . -
. i o
‘Source: SRI.- '

5 . C .




= .
{A‘ - , ) V ) .> , 4‘ N
"Table 31 ° IR S
S NATTONAL AVERAGES OF TOTAL STUDENT BUDGETS : .
¢ . N :
‘ .. Y ﬁ ’ -’~\ .
: . " Institutional - Student
R o ~ * Skctor * Budget .
Public 4-year k$2,580 \
Public 2-yegr 2,177
\v . ‘ ) - .
. * "Private 4-year 1§ 4,018,
LN ¥ e, . ! - . )
S Private 2-ye%r 2,966 2 !
. é - - A ' : N
oo — S o
. : pource: Tripartite, student ‘aid application .
data for 1972-73. - (. - »
5 o o : o
Table*32 ) oL y
- » . _ - W 3
" sONE-HALF OF THE TOTAL COSTfOF'ATTENDANCE
' 1972-1973
- o , - , )
"Institutional ‘ Family Income.

*  Category

$0-6,000  $6,000-9,000 ~$9,000-12,000 §12,000°+ .

.

$1,290

EEPOEN

Public 4-year $1,290 $1, 290 $1,290

Public 2-year, 1,088 1,088 - . 1,088 1,088 .
' Priyété bmyear 2,009 '12,009' ' 2,009 2,009, - :
Private 2-year. 1,483 1,483 1,483 '

S : : : : /. -
grant s§ze except for the $0-6,000 income students attending public two-

year coljleges.

1,483

For these students, the one-half cost of attendanc

‘($l,088)’is less than the $f,400 less the expected parentél‘contribmtion; o

amount kSl;lBO). '




o : - - g . L :
- _— > If tho $1,400 parameter in the specification of“the BEOG .program is
T "' increased to $1,600, the maximum grant size is,then determined by‘the /

amounts shown in. Tabl=s 32 and 33. With this. increase, several other

sectors of students would have their grants- limitied by the half cost codF, .

Fooooa i ) o
- straint.__The $Oe$6,000 income students attending public four-year lnsti- - 5
tutions and the $O'$9 000 incowe'students attending public two- year in-

stitutions would be, constrained by ¢6st rather than by “the $1,600 mlnus T 1

‘lexpected parental contxibutlon criteriar As(expected by 1ncreas1ng the
$1,400 parameter while maintaining the half cost'constra1nt, the BEOG
granthsize is increased for prlvate'institutions relative to public in- .
stitutions and public~four-year colleges relatiye toqpublic'tWO—year 3 f
ones.. The estimated distribution of BEOG grant. dollars \y;lnstltutlonal -
- cdtegorles for these two speciflcatlons of the program are shown in : ‘f

-

Table 34. As. ev1dent from thls table, ‘the change in the d1str1bution is

i

not dramatl@\s1nce the percentage of BEOG dollars going-tQ puh%lc two-
year institutions declines by only 1. 9% (%7.8% to 25.9%,,'whlle the pri-

. yate.four-year,share'increases by only'Q/SZ_(22.4%~to 23.2%). ' T

Also of 1nterest are two other d1mens1o!§“Esult1ng from these simu~ o
lated effectst of chang1ng the $1,400 paraméter to.$l, 600 F1rst the .

level of fundlng necessary for the BEOG program 1ncreases 15% ($380.5 e
mlllron to $438.4 mllllon) w1thout 1nclud1ng a possrble induced lewel of |

appllcants given an 1ncrease in the grant size. Second, the dlstribu-

R tlon of BEOG grant dollars.also shifts across family income tategories~‘
. ‘ . : . : i . ‘X h\ &
-as shown in Taple.35, The percentage of funds going to students with oL

family 1ncomes of $O $6, OOO decreases by 1. é}percentage p01nts (52. SA to
50. %Y, while the $6, OOO $9, OOO category increases by g.5 percentagé
point¢ (27, 4% to 27 9%), and t e $9, OOO $12,00 group 1ncreaSes by l 3

~~

points (20. 1% to 21.4%). This ncome ‘shift is expected in light of the - f‘

apparent sh1ft tOWard prlvate 1nst1tutlons and away from public two-year

colleges. ' o ‘ R T e )
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Table 33 : e !
- - . o /' s /&
$l,600 MINUS EXPECTED'PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION. ) .
Institutional ‘, Famlly‘Income L e L
_Category - $0-6,000 $6 000-9,000. + $9,000- 12,000 $12,000 + °
Public 4-year  $1,330 $1,19o' 7 $1,085 T
.  Public 2-year - = 1,330 . 1,190 | 1,085 . —.
\ : Private 4-year 1,330 1,190 1,085 . =
- Private 2-year 1,330 1,190 ' 1,98%§ , AE——
) . A : . ‘,4 N " ,
Source:  SRI.: 29. _ ' C R ) T
A second varlatlon on the speclflcation of 'the BEOG program that
_ has b&en anglyzed is the Shlft from a half cost 6&f attendance constra1nt
on the' grant size to a half of gross need constralnt. Gross need for
, this purpose is defined as the total tost of attendance minus the ex-~ »
pected parental contribution. The half of gross need flgurés are shown
. ,1n Table 36. The comparlson between Tables 30 and 36 1nd1cates that thef
¥ half of‘gross need llmlts become the effectlve grant max1mums‘for-all\of‘;
: ‘ thi publlc two-year student categorles only. For all other studentS'hthe'

\

$l 400 minus expected parental contrlbutlon figure becomes the effectlve
maximum. > Using gross need,rather than‘total cost of attendance places

more severe limits on the BEOG grants available to students attending
. : : . R ... - .6 .
public two-year ingtitutions. As shown in’Table 34,” this change in the

1

specification of the BEOG program reduces the percentageiof dollars'going
to. public two-year colleges by 2.2% (27. 8% to 25. 6%),.increases the-per-"
” centage gf* funds goxng to private four- year 1nst1tutlons by 0.7% (22.4% to

23. lA), and increases the percentage of funds g01ng to publlc four-year

P y

. A$Schools by 1.3% £43 2% to 44.5%).  As shown in Table 35, this program
Lot spec'fication ch

dnge is estimated to have‘very little effect on the

. K . .

. 4 . i - 89
. _ ‘A~ « 3
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-
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; . . Table 34 :
N ] ) ’ : ", s
Yo ~ ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF BEOG DOLLARS ,
. BY CATEGORIES OF INSTITUTIONS ‘UNDER ALTERNATIVE SPECIFICATIONS GF THE PROGRAM - .
. N . . L .
N f, . ¢ 2 e
. T B ‘ \% Q ( ‘ . Total
s st . ° Y R s . 'BEOG. .
: Program ’ oy Percentage.of Total BEOG Dollars ‘ « Dollars -
., Specification * Public 4—Year7 Public 2-Year . Private 4-Year Private 2-Year Lmilfions)
- . [ . ’
‘ . ' - ' / v -~ - - " .
$1,400-EPC and . . ) - g : s .
[1/2 cost* 43.2% 27.8% 22,47 6.5% $380.5
1/2 gostonly | - 39.4 v 21,8 31.9 RN S 1592, 5
1/2 gross need only' 38.5 | "20.1° *34.5 6.9. 467.2
$1,400-EPC dnd ‘ , ' ' o
! .
1/2 grosd need | 44,5 25.6 23.1 * 6.7 369.3
X R . . L ! v PR
$1,600-EpC and” ' - : S e ,
1/2 cost 44.1 25.9 23.2 6.8 " 438.4
41, 600-EEC and ! - e v o ‘
1/2 groés need 43.8 ° .. 23.5 125,73 7.4 402.3
: . S , = :
$1,400-EPC* and .- e : “ - S
1/2 cost ST 63,0 28.2 ’ 22.3 - 6.5 » 24600
). b Y N .- .
Alternative applicant - ’ _ .« .
" based - 46,7 , v °26.8 . 21.5 5.0 549, 3
- ? . L / . B . f
- [ ! . . o 1
B a1} . . B 1

ERIC

R -

- Grant size equals ($1,400 minus expected parental contribution) but cannot exceed ‘half of the total

cost of attendance.

f

*Gross‘need

~¥Baged_on an. alternative expected parental contribution Schedule as follows

: .. . 8060000 .  $500 .,
. o 6, 000-9,.000 . 672
T 9, 000~12, 0Q0 “.1,302
’ 12,000+ (2,426
§Recipients based on an increase “of 54 of the- FTE undergraduates o
applicants.
"Sdurce: SRI. = - - v
- Ll
. &
’ .. .
. ) ’ P j"\
\ . " #
S ) ; R
v\\\ » A "
N ) . a
‘ . 90

}

&

total cost of attendance minus expected parental contribution.

PR

Ver the’ 197& 75 estimate of BEOG
|

L]

.
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> BY FAMILY INCOME CATEGORIES UNDER ALTERNATIVE SRECIFICATIONS OF THE PROGRAM

“Table 35

i

ESTIDMlED DISTRIBUTIONS OF BEOG DOLLARS

o . " 4 ,
’ ‘ ) t’... < d L3
,‘({ . ’ ' . - Total
, o N ‘ BEOG.
’ 2" Pro ram Percertage of Total BEOG Dollats Dollars
Specification $0-6,000  §$6,000-9,000  $9;000-12,000., $12,000 + (mfllions)
. . . .' . . . J
$1 400- EPC"or © . . : LI :
172 cost™ .- 52.5% 27.4% 20. 1% ~~ % - $880.5
, _ ¢ ‘ . . ~ T
*J/2 cost only | 42.4 25.0 20.5 1%.1 592.5
1/2 gross need onlyt  48.6 27.1 21.2 3.1 467.2
. $1,400~EPC ¢nd ) » )
1/2 gfoss reed , , 52.3 2724 20,3 - " 369.3
51,600(EpC ahd .o ' o
1/2 cost v 50.7 - 27.-9 21.4 ., 438, 4
\Bt,eoo-ch aid : L . . e
1/2 gross need, 51.0 27,7 . 21.3 T <402.3
$1;400-EPC* gnd « | . " o
" 1/2 cost 1ﬁ : 65.4 ©o3l1.2 3.4 0.0 246.0
) . . . |
Alternative applicant <
basel 47.9 29.2 22.9 . 549. 3
> | e
41 ’ . ' -
- .
’ 3

Grant size e uals™($1,400 minus expetted parental contribution) but

of the total cost of" attendance

+GrOSs need

P

N

- |totdl cost of attendance minus expected parental contrlbutlon.

cannot exceed half

‘ *Based on an alttrnatlve expeeted parental contribution schedule as follows:

Ay

..

$0- 6,000 $500
6, 000 9,/000 672
9, 000-12,000 1,302
12,000+ 2 426

[

P

Rec1pLents based on an increase of 5% of the FIE undergraduates over the 1974 75 estlmate

"of BEOG applicgnts.

Source: SRI..

-
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. "Table 36 i_ o : ) . ?
.o o ONE-HALF GROS$ NEED (TOTAL ‘COST MINUS BXPECTED , <
: ' ¥ _ PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION) * * . . ,

5 - - o . ,‘ R ot "

o - '.x . . oo T e

B Instltwtlonal -7 T Famlly lncome i ‘ s

Category $o-6,ooo $6, 000~ 9, 000 *'$9.000-12,000 -$12,000 +

. o . ' ot - ’ .. oo N . e }

« Public &4-year $1,155 §1,085 - §1,032 $164 >

o = ~ Coe S - e
\\g\; Public 2-year ’ 954 . 884 . - 831 - ==

Private’4—§ea% Co1,874 . 1,804 21,752 7. - 883

.

a

Private 2-year - 1,348 7 ' 1,278 - 1,226 - . 357

L * - ‘ . - S . . ; V ‘ ‘Q

»

¢ Sources: ,Tables 29 and 31.- o ' ‘ ‘ . J : S
(- . < B - ! ’ . LN
Do L - . L - T - P N . .
¢ , distribution of BEOG dollars across income categories, This tesult is

. e R . - , . . .
. llargely because 6f the increase-in .public four-year=ﬁunds, together with

: : y . * L o g )
‘the fact that all income cafegories of students at public two-year insti-
v
~.tutlons are faced w1th a lower grant amount under th;a,@rogram alternatlve.

o

The level of fundlng necessary for the. BEOG program under. this speclflca-
tfon decreases bylfﬂ ($380.5 mllllon to $369 3 mJlllon) from the fundlng T

5 A N
level estlmated for the. half cost spec1f1catlon.

. 4

~ . : »

- , . Tables 34-and 35 contain est1mated BEOG- dollar ddstrlbutlons for a-

Ko
P number of other alternative program speciflcatlons.
. T . . : - -

It shoqldfalso be noted‘that the effects of these™BEOG program speci-

fications are not uniform across stateés. Since-the cost of attendance

-

varies dramatlcally across states,ythe effective constralnt on grant size
\\'also varles w1de1y acrosgs states.' To 111ustrate thes varlatlons Table 3
2 (Chapter I) contalns the total student cost of attendanqe and- tultlon

at public four -year and two year 1nst1tutlons for* each state.. The total

. -cost flgures are ”starrcd" (%) for those cases where the half cost BT
i : ( . . . o
92. . L .

Wt



‘ v'v.. congtraint is effective over the $1, 400'minus expected p:lEntal contribu~

1 ~ ’ /

tion limit. Seven states have an average total cost of: attendance at

/CN'publlc four-year institutions that™ is. low enough SO thab the half cost *

-

.constgalnt becomes effectlve fon détermlnlng the size of a BEOG award

ey . There are 33, states for wh1ch "the half rost max1mum is the effect1ve con~
' ’

straint on. the grant slze at publlc two—year colleges. The resultrng ' :
. ‘ 4
L varlatlons 1n BEOG award size are drdmatlc. For example, 1 income .

($O SQ,OOO) students at publlc two\year\colleges in the ' nonstarred"
o L . . .
wre states listed in Table 2 would reéelve maximum grants of’ $l lJO The

C “

. maxlmum grant for low -income etudents at publlc two-year colleges in .. -
L ! . AN
Miss1ss1pp1 would be $6§8,61n Rhode Island it-would be $623. L g v
3 s ° 8 : v .
. Given thq\varlaflons 1n costs of attendance across states and type,
4§ . -
. l of 1nst1tutlons3 the alteﬁnat1ve,max1mum grant speelflcatlons for the

BEOG program .are llkely to §h1ft the dlstrlbutlon of BEOG funds across
states. rThe estlmated 1mpact of chang1ng,the $1,400 parameter to 51, 600 /0
-and of chang1ng the half cost parameter to half gross need on the- distri- '

butlon of BEOG dollars actoss states 1s shown 1n Table 37 © The’ d1ffer~

® .

'ences in the dﬁstrlbutlons reflect the. 1nst1tutlonal-m1x in each_state .

- L%

T . as well as the BEOG program parameters and’ the costs of attendance. For, :
. " LY
example, MlSSlSSlppl drops .21 percentage p01nts (2 58%\¥o 2. 37%) in its
&-

share of the total BEOG dollars as the $l 400 parameter is 1ncreased to

Fl

$l 600* leen the extremely low cost of attendan e.in Mississippi, the

. . BEOG. award size is: severely 11m1ted relatlve to o her states. Rhode
L4 “ . '/

Island does ‘not change 1ts share of “total BEOG ddllars very much as-the.

. , S . ‘ o . .
$1,400 pardmeter is increased tof$l,600, although it has the lowest cost

.public two—year colleges. Howexeir\khgdevIsland‘has’a'relatively large
X ‘ . . . . :

¢ . ' ) .
\ percentage of eirollment at private and, public four-year institutions

d
"

no . .o * .
WblCh are s1gn1f1cantly more expens1Ve.» These instftutiozil~iec;drs ap- a

pear to qualify for much larger BEOG awards.
X x .

A ruText provided by Eric . . . . . . k4
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' . N Table 37 ‘ SR
N ' 3 .
) STATE DISTRIBUTIONS OF BEOG DOLLARS - \
,, . AND PERCENTAGE OF NATIONAL TOTALS . \
. UNDER ALTERNATIVE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE PROGRAM ~ el
) “ } $1,400-EPC . $1,600~EBC $1,400-FPC
. ' and : ‘and and
State 1/2 Cost 1/2 Cost 1/2 Gross Need -
» € ' b4
* Alabama “$9,796 ( 2.61%)  $11,081 ( 2.61%) § 9,357 (+2.63%) )
Alaska 245 (§.06) 292 ( .06)," . - 245 ( .07)
Arizona 13,089 ( .82): 3,406 C .80)+ v, 2,795 ( .78) )
, Arkansas 4,583 ( 1.22) 4,801 ( 1.13) 3,996 ( 1.12) : .
‘California * . 34,199 ( 9.14) L 385747 ( 9y12) 32,546 ( 9.15)
. " Colorado 3,759 ( 1.00) 4,406°( 1.03) 3,668 ( 1.03)
' " Gonnecticur 3,158 ( .84) 3,666 ( .86) . 3,079 (- .87)
. - Delaware 778 (~ 200" ¢ . 862 ( .20) . . 720-( .20) la
' District of Columbia 1,906 (‘ ,+50) 2,259 '( .53) . 1,898 ( .\,‘53) v
o Flbrida . 10,727 ( 2.86) 11,977 ( 2.82)° 9,981 ( 2.80) . -
* Georgla ~ 8,526 ( 2.27) 9,671 ( 2.27) . " 8,256 ( 2.32) ,
L ] N - IS -
Hawaii 686 ( .18) L0730 (. .17) 596 (.17) . .
, % dahq | 847 ( .22) 985 ( .23) 244 ( .21y
\ 5., . ) . . )
I1linois 3 17,056 { 4.55) 720,138 ( 4.74) \;9,973 ~4.77)
, Indiana - 5,336 ( 1.42) 6,339 ( 1.49) , 5,291 ( 1.49):
, Lowa ' 4,998 ( 1.33) 55801 ( 1.36) 4,860 (1.3 T
o Kansas 4,406 (1.17) 4,967 ( 1.17) 4,111 ( 1.16) e
A~ . - . s
Kentucky I 5,721 ( 1.52) 6,188 ('1.45) 5,108 ( 1.44) ‘
' . Louislapa 9,386 ( 2.50) 9,78% ( 2.30) 8,045 ( 2.26)
Maine C 2,377 ( .63) 2,816 ¢ .66) 2,340 ( .66) .
- yMaryland 5,612 ( 1.50) . 6,508 ( 1.53) 5,455 ( 1.53)
‘,' v@ssachuse'tts, 7 8,622 ¢ 2.3'0) 1.0,063 ( 2.3 8,459 ( 2.38) . ) o ~ .
Michigan ' 113,113 ( 3.51) 15,410 ( 3.63) 17£953 ( 3.64)
. - . Minnesota 6,742 ( 1.80) 7,803 ( 1.83) 6,523.( 1.83)
Missigsippi 9“,683 ( 2.58)" 10,086.' ( 2.37 ‘ ) 8,307 «( ‘»2-33)--."" } .
Missouri : 7,550 ( 2.12) £9,013 ( 2412) 7,580 ( 2.13) S
' Montana - £ 15296 (0 L34) 1,503 ¢ .35) 1,258 ( .35) B -
©»  ° Nebraska T Ty 2,847 (7 .76) 3,244 (. .76) o\ :-.2,717°(C 176) '
Nevada LYY 668 (.17) 783 (°.18Y° 1 . 650 (- .18)
. New Hampshire 1,038 (- .27) 1,221 ( ..28) 1,010 (, .28) _ )
- « : New Jersey ) -10,734~-( 2.86) 12,390 ( 2.91) © 10,463 Ef?saﬁ) Y
- 4 ) : ) . \\“
~~ \ / ‘o ’ = [ S
N\ ¢ v ‘ < e ¥ . . . “
. ¢ R K ) 1 () - .» ‘ L
z_) ’ o “
K - 3 ! N
¢ ’ ‘ . ‘. . i : A\
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s ‘ Table 37 (Concluded) 5 -
. ¢ . s, . ‘
~ * . ) ] - M Pras » )
e o e $1,400-EPC $1,600~EPC $1,400~EPC
, ) - : and - . and* “and
’ ) . State ) 1/2. Cost ©1/2 Cost | 1/2 Gross-Need °
. - : T e v : R
- . . N f - . ' .
. . New Mexico § 3,556 ( '.95%) $ 3,902 ( .91%) § 3,302 (..93)."
Y . : e v,
New York . . 43,789%(11.,70) 50,158 (11.81), = = 42,085 (11.83) |
- North Carolina . 13,170 ( 4.80)  ° 14,766 ( 3.47) 12,475 ( 3.51)
- P North Dakota c 1,732 (L63) . 1,844 (. .43) . 1,482 (.. .42)
~ Ohio : 13,164 ( 4.80)° 15,041 ( 3.54) , 12,629 ( 3.55)
Oklahoma ./——\) 6,693 ( 2.44) po74397 (L) " 6,240 ('1.75)
Oreggn ~ . 3,628 ( .96) \ 4,287 ( 1.00) 3,614, (+1.02)
Pennsylvania . 19,289 ('5.15) . 22,637 ( 5,33) 19,083 ( 5.36)
) ! Rhodey Island - * \/ #,614 ( . .43) 1,888 ( .44) 1,520 ( .43)°
) Soyth Carolina . " 8M85 ( 2.24) 9,483 ( 2.23) 7,992 ( 2.25)
Squth Dakota ~ ' 2,139 (' .57) 2399 ( .56) . 1,982 ( .56)
} Tennessee ¢+ ..  7,882°( 2.10) * 8,834 ( 2.08) 7,469 (2.09):
’ Texas 7 : 25,718 ( 6.87) * 27,787 ( 6.54) ° 23,292 ( 6.55) . °
Utah " ¢ o 1192 ( ap 1,409 ( .33)- - 7.1,181 ( .33) ’
Vermont PO 95;8 ¢ .29 Lus .2 o 959 -( *.27) ¢
Virginia ‘7,385 ((1.97) . -8,483 ( 1.99) . 7,212 ( 2.03) v
-~ . . g . N -3 . .
4 ‘ Washington . 4,337 ( 1.15) . 4,995 ( 1.17), .- : 4,160 ( 1.17)
P West Virg . 2,647 (- ,§0) "y .2,872.°( L67) 2,374 ( 6M°
) ' ‘ Wisconsin . "t 6,439 (1.72) - 7,654 (1.80) . 6,409 ( 1.80)
. ’ ’ . . .
i ** Wyoming S 482 ¢ .12) ~- 533 ( .12) - . 436 (. .12) ¢
. ...37:"*:? ‘ / . N V - v - v
v ‘. . . . i * \
© .. - Source: ' SRI. ) . . . ' .
‘ 1] .’ . - V (( .
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The’ ‘Gollege Work Study Program'T An Anal%sis of Alternative Instltutlonal
_Matchlng Requirements . o ; - -

. Los

R : !
’ ‘ :( » v .
The purpose of th1s analysis is to examrne the llkely 1mpact in

terms of the d1str1but10n of aid dollars fromichanglng the matchlng re-

quirements of -the ﬁﬁglprogram tb 6OA federal/40/ 1nst1tut10nal‘funds. :

The Cws program is currently operating on’ the b@sxs of 80% federal/20£

. ’“1nst1tut10nal funds. : -
\.

- The basic national data used for the analysis awe shown §n Table 21
v (Chapter II1) for the four basic categories-Of'institptions: The»insti-,
'u_‘a "! tutional aid data’ are from the Tripartite Application Forms,‘Offige of

.

Educatlon, DHEW and represent the total amount of student aid funds

‘ that the 1nst1tut10ns have avallable from the1r own sources for d1str1bud
(o]
Slnce a large portion of these funds is targeted to very speclﬁlc‘

.

thn-

o types of students, they are not avallable for matching purposes w1th fed-

2 v 8-
2 eral funds. The best avallable est;mates of the percentage of 1nst1tu- ‘
- K R

tronal student aid funds generally avallable for matcthg purposes are

'
L4 a »

" from 4 survey conducted by Jerry Dav1s%\on 100 colleges and unlversltles. <

N
. . ) - a
. 4 The &econd footnote for Table 21 more completely describes these percent- *
<t v . . . N - . i .
. ' ‘ 1 .. . S [N
~ \ ages.. : T ’ S w T
TV ‘g ‘ . 4 . - .
) ) ~2 The remaining columﬂswln Table 21 trace through the calculatlons of -
: sthe amount of. 1nst1tut10nal student ‘aid that "is not cuk/?ntly (l?72 73) e

be1ng used to match NDSL (at lOA) and CWS (At. 20%) funds» Thejresults s
- g1ven in the “Unmatched Instltutlonal Aid", column 1nd1cate that natlon-

ally for all of ghe 1nst1tut10nal categorles, thene are sufflclent 1nst ‘~ ] tor

Qutlonab fundS'to mitch .the 60% federal/40% 1nst1tut10nal funds for the

BT .
% . : L

o ’ DaVis, .y Student Finamcial: Ald Needs and Resources in the SREB States: / .
e T *A Cdmparatlve Analysis, Southern Reglonal Educatlon ;Board, Atlanta, ' )
. CL Geqrgla'(1973) . ,4'3V ' '
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1972 73 1eve1 of CWS. In fact, from fhe natlonaL aggregate ‘data in -,

Table 21 the 1nst1tut13nal matchlng“requlrement could increase from 20%

w9 i . s

to SZA before the publlr two-year category of institutions would be con~-
. 1((

) strarned by’ the évallablllty of 1nst1tutlona1 student a1d funds.' The 52%

7
ﬁesultstfrom the following calculatloﬁ: 20% + [(18, 478/57,103)‘X 100].

<

These numbers are.taken~frdm Table 21r
Thls national aggregaLe picture is useful for 11tustrat1ng,the ba51c_
. .

S

N »
w

ptocedureé for analyzlng the re1atlonsh1p;petween 1nst1tutlona1 a1d and

CWS matchlng redﬂlrements

but it is somewhat mlsleadlngg Substant1a1

* R
varlatlons ex1st across states by categorles of 1nst1tutLons in the avali-

T

abillty of mnstltutlonal student aid funds for matchlng purposes.

e

These

o

N

. varlathns are illustrated 1n

?abre 38 for each’ state. _’The publlc two.-

v‘;‘

’-eyear 1nst1tutlons in the 11 states 11sted below are alraady very close

o

thelr 1nst1tutlona1 student a1d w1th“federa1 CWS and

v @

to mifchlng all

, 1 e

NDSL funds. - R
. , ‘ R . » B T . -
T Afabama " Misgsouri Utah &
" ‘4 . " e ‘ S / . . PR '
LT 5 Delaware -, * Ohio Virginia \ N
. T b LA . V P ) ' b "
d s+  Minnesota Oklahoma - " West Virginia . o "
)y ® > ’ - . ' - .
. > . Voo W L0 ) . N - ) ‘
i Nevada Pgﬁhsylvania . e e
. T . o N " N S
S A\ -& .o et e, T i i U AR
Prlvate two ~ ycar 1nst1tutlons in several states are also 4at or close to.’ =

the1r 11m1ts for matchlng CWS and NDSL funds As the matchlng requlre—

-

ment percentage is raised, addltlona] states w111 reach the1r 11m1t in

the amount of federal CWS funds that thay. can use in thelr publlc two-

PR

« year colleges

When the percennage for matchlng 1nst1tutlona1 a1d

reaches 409, the publlc two year 1nst1tub10ns ;n 25 states w111 be con-'
2 | ]

stﬁalned by thelr 1eve1 of 1n§t1tutlona1 a1d avallable for matchlng.f
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.ObViously, these,matching-fund constraints will alter the distribu-
tion of CWS funds by ty?es of institutioms and indirectly will change
.the diétributionoof dWS funds acrOss income categories. - Simulations of:
the CWS‘prOgram at a funding,lerel of $27é”million underialternative -
matching requirements ranging from 20% to 60% in ?0% increments‘ﬁere
-undertaken for each state;separately, and then thé results were aggre-
gated into.national distributid;s of CWS'funds across institutionalfcate—

gories and across family 1ncome categories, ‘The- resulting distributions
are illustrated in Tables 39\and 40. As ev1dené from Table 21 as well

the public (and private) two year inswitutions are constrained the most

by increased matching requirements for CWS funds. The émount of‘federal
CwWs dollars gOing to,public two- year colleges would decrease by approx1-‘
mately 9% L(l7 6% 16. l%)/l7 6%] if the. matching requirement were Increased
to 40%, '"hile the privateé four-year institutrons could increade their
amount of CWS fuhds by approx1mately 2%. [(33.2%-32. 57)/32 5%]. This Fat-
ter increash assumes that the private four’;ear 1nstitutions w0uld Geek "_‘ .

' additional, available CWS money even though the matching requirement wasl

n .

increased,
.

As stiown in Table 40' the estimated distribution of'CWS dollars
. 5 .
across 1ncome‘categor1es does not change very much as the matching re-'
.'quireméht is increased. Since the' program remains a”need-based program

regardless of ‘the matching fund’ requirement, it is not expectedjghat the ,

~ ¢
A

income distribution should'change uery much, © - o . o I ~){

.To illustrate'hetter‘the detailed data oresented by state in Tablek - .
38, the distributions by state of CWS dollarsiunderfalteﬁpative matchingl
fund requirements are given’in Tab15741 As expected from the informa—
tion in Table 38, states with a substantial portion: of their enrollment , et

. +in public two= year colleges and with limited amounts of institutional i kin,_\ B

“

o

aid. are estlmated to have significantly smaller percentages of. the. total
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. . Table 39 S ' ’
,+ ESTIMATED DESTRIBUTIONS OF COLLEGE WORK STUDY DOLLARS BY CATEGORIES .
OF "INSTITUTIONS FOR AlEERﬂ?TIGﬁ MATCHING FUND REQUIREMENTS - )
.. . ;‘ S ’ . : ° » ) ’
' Matching . Percentage of Total.CWS Dollars i
L Requirement 'Publ}c’A-Year Public 2-Year' Private.4-Year ° Private 2-Year
a N - ‘ ‘ ’ ) ' )
N 20%. K 46.9% . 17:6% . , 32.,5% h 3.0%
. . 4 : ‘ .
40% . 48,1 o ] 16.1 - 33,2 2.6 »
. 60% - . 49.6 - - 14.0 - B0 N WA o
—— , A ) ’ ¥ - : » o
Sourcé: SRI .
. ‘. '
AY [ * © ‘G
4 L4 .
‘ . <0 ,. : N
° B ~ B s
s : Table 40 , ‘
o ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF COLLEGE WORK STUDY DOLLARS BY FAMILY v , o
‘pf - S INCOME CATEGORIES FOR ALTE}RNATIVE MATCHING FUND KEQUIREMENTS - - :
. W . ' . ¢ ‘ . ] ’ n ) R ' @
P Ma_t:ching’ R Percentage of Total CWS Dollars . 5
« = .Requirement $0-6,000 -$6,000-9,000 $9,000<12;000 §12, 000+
. < . o o ‘ g .
' , v 20% 0 51.5% 29.2% - 13.4%° 5.9%
R # , Y0 T
X 40% «  51.4 29.1 13.5 S 6.0
60% - 51,2 . 290 . .13.6 6.2 )
pt . ” - - ‘ S . }
o . : N Co . _ . \ . : .
. - - ! .
Source: SRI. - N
\ .
. ‘ R
, & ¥ 3 -
. : ' ¥} )
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- -7 : Table 41
1 . . M . ) ~

X, ' PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE OF COLLEGE WORK -STUDY

‘ ALTERNATIVE MATCHING FUND REQUIREMENTS 4
. : - . ¥ .
‘ [ . ) , s

. , ) _
o : : . i Institutional CWS Matching Requirement
. State o 20% . _40% o 6oz '

Alabama, o 2774 ' 2.54% Ot %.46%
Alaska - .14 14 R U
(’ Arizona : : .94 YA 21,03

. P . *
Arkansas < 1.51 . 1.49 ' ~1.47
~Calif0rnia(‘“?2 7.77 . 7.93 8.17

. Colorado . . 1.2 127 S

) Connectii‘cut " 'f.. . 1.1i g 1.i5 ) ‘ -1-.08—'->
1 . Delaware '. “ .27 ‘ .25 N ..24l .
" Diftrict of Columbia B 55
. " Florida 334 3.44 321
) ~ Georgia ; : 3,09 . k 2.88 ; 2.79
o : ) . vHawaii' i - P L B .28 . > .25

) S Tdaho ‘ . .33~ o . .29

‘
] . B . N

I1linoi C © . 3.67 o7 3343 3.24°

. . ndiama  * . . 1.86 . 1.92 1.83
' S _'fbwa S " 1.70 1.62 . o+ 1.60
R . . . Lo ST 4 - : . s .
s . Kansas C1,39 . 1.43° %438

" Kentucky : 2,43 2.50 2.58
. \ .
o : ’ .. Louisiana Sy 2.45 ] 2.41 2,39
: s I _ . . . M

Maine .56 © .56 T

. o . - ‘
. ’ ", Maryland " 1250 1.54 © . 1.48

\ C o C Massachusetts 3.46 - 3.437 335
- . Michigan . 388 . 3.73 ) 3.35
. . . B L L P ) o
- ) . Minnesota . C 2,13 @ 2.07 : (2.01
- .:|. a - . v Y
’ V ' . » .
, s 119
—— L4 ¢ .
. .o ) 108 . ‘
[ 2 ] T . s . )
\‘1 ] ‘~ : V,‘ ' ) . . . " - ) vg,_.. ."“ !
- > ) . W . ot

c e
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State

“Mississippi.

" Missourd

Montana
Nebraska 3
Ngvagg ! .
New'Hampshire_
New’Jeréey
New Mexico '
New York
N

" North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

SRR
-Oklahomsg
Oregoﬁ
Pennsylvania

*

Rhode Is%aﬁd

-

South éaroliua'

Qouth D;kota
ﬁgnﬁéséfé .
Texas V

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington .
“West Virginia’

Wisconsin ~
. . 3

Wyoming *.

o o .
™ " Table 41 (Concluded)

‘1

P

"
"
«

‘o » \ . e
"Inst:itut:iﬁonal CWS Matching Requirement

N <

“Source: SRI,

N L

v 2% - . _40%
2.38% - 2.16% .
2.28 2.28
77 .79
93 . .95
A .11 Co1
¥ .
.37 = .38
. - ' » . B .
. 2.08 1,96
¢ .52 p .53
© 5,08 5.22
. 4.33 4.20
37 .34
4.05 3.97
1.48 1.52
BT 1.48
5:11 5,04
49T a9
T1073 1.71
’ ‘:J . .. |
, .60 62
2.94 2.90
Y632 L 6.15
74 ' .76
t .
.33 34
© o 2.06 ,L' 1.89
1.65 1.69
1.30 1.27
) 117 1.21
17 17
< -~
' %
o ~109
A

o

o 602

1.99%

2.24

.

,96
.11
.39
1.84
.55
5.38
4.05
.31

: 3.94

t.52°

.63
_ 2.88

5.80

.35
‘1.864,
1.75

1.26
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: CWS dollars as the matching .requirement is increased. Examples ‘of states
‘ in this category are Alabama, Georgia, and Miss#egippi. - . . o '

. . .' . - ., ) ) [ . . ; "‘ .»e. - . . -
* : % ) \ »

The SEOGﬁProgram:_ AE Analysis of Alternative StateaAllocation Forgulas.

vt

The purpése of this analysis is to est'imate ‘the ‘distribution of ‘f -
Le a . »

. funds for the“SEO%,program with’ alternatlve state allocatlon rules 1m-
posed, as described in Chapter IIIL. To illustrate the impact of alter- »

_native state allocation rules on the distribution of. student aid funds'

(in- this “example from the SEOG program) across family 1ncome and insti=

. : Lug1onal;categor1es, the follow1ng procedure Was,undertaken for each dls-

. e

tribution formula® First, ~the SEOG dollars ($210 mllllon)'were d1str1br .. 4

uted by formula to each of the states. §econd for. each state, the SEOG o
'l :'» ., dollars were d1str1buted across income and 1nst1tutlonal‘categor1es on
. .
X - i the basis of the actual 1972 73 d1str1butlon. Thlrd these state dlstri$mf R
g . butions by famlly} cOme and 1nst1tutlonal categor1es were aggregated to . |
the:national level. The resulting natlonal %1str1butlons by 1nst1tutlonal v% :
T .categorres are shown in Table 42, and the natlonal dlstrlbutlons by famlly L

- . . V ) . : N

f'. income categorles are given in Table 43, . . { B : AN

«© .

" . o - -

The-state dlstrlbutlons of .SEOG dollars resultlng from the .two_new T

allocatlon %ules (gross need and need less tultlon) are' shown in Table 7 U

e

in Chapter III The national” dlstrlbutlons of SEOG Dollars across, family

W - . ”

Income and 1nst1tutlonal pategorles aré glven 1n>Tables 42 and 43, It .,
1t . . -
Coe is 1nterest1ng that w1th the}oreat varlatlons in tuition levels and’types

_ of institutions across states,'the allocatlons to staées w1th the "gross A

‘ i need" and “need less t 1tlon procedures‘are signiflcantly dlfferent.

~

Massachusetts is an extreme 1llustratlon of thls p01nt. -Under the 'gross

~ Rl
. ’ j v'need" dLstrLbutlon, Massachusetts would regeive 4 857 of the SEOG dd/lars, : ‘
whlle under the ' need less tuition" dlstrlbutlon Massachusetts would re- . e
Ty T . J . v

- .ceive_only 2.92A.. . -

- . e o
ERIC L
o .

! A
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Co - . ' Table 43

ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF SEOG DOLLARS BY FAMILY INCOME CATEGORIES e
FOR ALTERNATIVE STATE ALLOGATION FoKﬁULAs «

) .

L ) ? . l. . R . \

. Allocation ' Percentage of ‘Total 'SEOG Dollars _
d EormuIa. . $0-6, 000 . §6,000;9;OOO_ $9,000-12,000 $12,000 +
) ' * : . ’ ‘ F ’ o . 0 | ‘«. . [ 1
- FTE- , . 72.4% . 27.6% -—% -=% .
;r ~.?"Three fa;;tors"r . 73.1 N 26,9 - ' RAN
¢ * Gross needf. 71 9 - 28 L - o e
. Need less tuition 72 I e e

. - ) . . .- N X . -
. w .

S . State allocation based on the number of FTE undergraduates enrolled

fstate allgcatlon basedon 1/3 ‘the number»of full-time undergraduates v L
enrolled +71/3 the number of high school graduates + 1/3 the numBer of "
.o 14- to 17-year-olds from’ famllles with incomes less than $6 000.

*State allocatlon based on gross need (total student budget m1nus
expected parental contrlbutlon)

§State allocétlon based on peed less tultlon (total student budget - - o /,
minus tuition.and .expected parental contrlbutlon) -Need less tuition. 4
- equals gross need minus tuition.

o r
Source. SRT. . 2 .

It is somewhat surprlslng to note in. Tables 42 and 43 that the na- -

tlonal aggregate income “and 1nst1tutlonal distrlbutions do not change
| K :

very much under these alternative state allpcation procedures._‘Slnce the

. within dlstributions are the same, regardless of the between state distri- S e

x bution process and since. a variety of factors influence the between state N
B . . . \
N . ] R . .

distribution (income distribution of tihe population, enrollment levels,

tuition changes, total student budgets, college-participation rates), the
, _ M - : : .

different distributions across income and institutions within states are

T : \ ' averaged'out when aggregated to the national level; v '

|' o ‘ | . 112
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The SEOG Program: An Ana&ysis.of Alternative Grant Maximums ﬁer Reciﬁient

basis of needronly. ' . . .

LE I

5 i _ _
As a means of rdtioning student aid funds so that-'a larger number’of

students may recelve some f1nanc1a1 ass1stance, limits on the amount any

~student may receiVe have been spec1f1ed in the design of student a1d pro-

grams, For the current SEOQG program, the maximum grant~that may be a

awarde® to a student is $1,500. Since the specification of grant maxi- -

mums is one of the policy parameters that the federal governmént can use

-

to influencé the distribution of stuvent aid funds, this anaiysis is de-

s1gned to examine the likely effects of a1ternat1ve grant maximums for

‘the SEOG program on the aid dlstrlbutlon by state, family 1ncome, and °

)
iy

institutional categorles.

The approach used to estimate the distribution of SEOG dollars with

alternative maximum grant specifications was to simltlate for gach state

tha dictribution of aid on the basis of financial need _institutional

preferences—and dompetltlon for SEOG dollars,. ‘and student preferences

for BEOG assistance. ' The simulation procedure also imposes constraints

T

».0n the amount of the grant that anyrone ‘student may receive. The simu~- °

: } . . ‘ _ ‘ ‘ ‘
lated distributions of SEOG dollars across family income and institutional

categories for each state were then ‘aggregated to give the estimated na-
4 -

tional distribution shown in Tables 44 and 45.

As expected, by increasing the maximum grant per'recipi%nt, the per-
centage of SEOG dollars going to private four—year institutions increases
signifidantly.(fromb25.6%‘to 32.4% as the maximum increases from $1,000
to $2, OOO), whlle Lhe percentage going to public colleges and universi-
ties dec11nes. The higher cost of attendance at the private institutions
1eads to higher levels of f1nanc1a1 need which leads to larger grants
that are need based (such as SEOG)

The max1mumvgrant spec1f1cat10n,

hpwever, llmxts the percentage of financial need that would be met on ‘the

]

113 B | .
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\Taﬁle.44
\ ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF SEOG DOLILARS BY CATEGORIES 6F INSTITUTIONS

~FOR ALTERNATIVE MAXIMUM GRANTS PER RECIPIENT - *
. . - N ) ( - . -

Maximﬁm Grant Percentage of Total SEOG Dollars’ -
per Recipient- Public 4-Year .. Public 2-Year ©Private 4-Year = Private 2-Year

Y
P .

18

$1, 000 © 49.6% L 22.7% o . 25.6% - 2,1%"
$1,500 . 46.2° ‘ 20.5 " 30.8 2.5
$2,000 . 449 20,1 . 32,4 . 2,5 .

et

Source: SRI. -

Table 45 _

ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTIONS OF SEOG DOLLARS BY FAMILY‘INCOME CATEGORIES
FOR ALTERNATIVE MAXIMUM GRANTS PER RECIPIENT

Maximum Grant Percenﬁagé of Total SEOG Dollars.

. per Recipient $0-6,000 $6,000-9,000 $9,000-12,000 - $12,000 +
. :‘ . ’ - ' - K
$1,000 67.0% ©33.0% -<% %
$1,500. 170.8 29.2 - e -

$2,000 - - 71.5 28.5 T e —

4
u

Source: SRI,

»r
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It is interesting to note in Table 45 that increasing the maximum
] : ) ‘

.grant per recipient leaﬂs to an increased %?rcentage of the SEOG dollars

'.being distributedvto the lowest family income gategory of students ($O-

Cowd

$6,000). These students have the greatest need for financ1al assistance,»

'b

but the maximum grant spec1fications limit the 'p

4

ercentage of their need

that can be-met-relativeﬂto-the other, higher income categories.
Given the differénces across states in the incéme distribution of _

students, the costs of attendance, and thé institutional mix, the alterna-
. ~ ’. o .

-tive'maximumrgrant specifications for the SEOG program are esthnated to

These.

result® in ‘different distributions of SEOG dollars across states.:
state distributions are shown in Table 46, . o
" ‘ o . “ : ‘f‘ . .
. N
[
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3 s - - , Table 46 ' R A -
STATE DISTRIBUTIONS OI‘ SEOG DOLLARS AND PERCENTAGE OF NATIONAL TO’].ALS _' !
UNDER ALTERNATIVE MAXIMUM GRANTS PER RECIPIENT N e

r -~ I N

. . . . : [
. . . . . gl

Maximum Grant per Rec ipient e

I —— A,Stat':e—’-»-———’" ﬂ’w-_rmo . $2,000
' . Alabama - $ 3,571 ( 1.857) $ 3,813 ( 1.88%) $ 3,679 ( 1.83%)
 Alaska 175 ( .09) 195 ( .10)~ . 191 ( 09)“J ,
Arizona : . 2,345 TLl.2l). .« 2,208 (\1.09) 2,161 (L.0D) ) ¥
{ “ Arkansas . 1,702 ( .88) 1,581 ( .78) - 1,527 ( .76)[? R
. _ California . 24,842 (12.85) 23,500 (11.58) 122,620 (11.23) '
.~ ~ Colorado 3,418 ("1.77) 3,389 ( 1.67) 3,279 ( 1,63)
. Connecticht - 2,506 ( 1.30) . 2,785 ( 1.37) - . 2,876 ( 1.43)
‘ : Delaware S 510 ( .26) . 563 ( .28)  +  s62 ( .28
4 Distriet of Columbta -+ 1,287 ( .67)" © 1,537 ( .76) 1,522 (_.76)
) ~ Florida 6,033 ( 3.12) 6,008 ( 2.96) . 6,165 ( '3.06) i
, " Georgia: : 3,361 (1.7 3,651 ( 1.80) 3,816 (1.89)
. Hawaii S 795 (.41 743 ¢ .31y - 723 ( .36)
4 ldaho | - 88 (. .46) 866 (.43) o 847, ( .42). g
Illinois . 9,203 ( 4.81) . 11,350 ( 5.59) 11,006 ( 5.46)
s Gets . Tndtana 4,396 ('2.27) . 5,093 ( 2.51) 5,149 «( 2.56) . .
Iowa - 3,042 ( 1.57) . 3,612 ( 1.78) ~ 3,751 ( 1.86) R
‘ Kansas ' 3,119 ( 1.61) ~ 3,096 ( 1.52) - 3,018 ( 1.50) '- ~
) ! Kehtucgy ' ‘ 2,823 ('1.46) = 2,729 ( 1.34) 2,631 ( 1.31) . .
: N Louisiana , 2,783 ( 1.44) . 2,906 ( 1.43) 2,985 ( 1.48) - o
Maine. 1,056 ( .55) 1,033 ( .51) . 996 ( .49) S
Maryland ~ ° . 3,220 ( 1.67) 3,653 ( 1.80) 3,588 ( 1.78)
Massachusetts . 6,413 ( 3.32) 7,291 ( 3.59) 7,151 ( 3.55) .
\ ‘ Michigan L 9,027, ( 4.67). 9,655 ( 4.76) © 9,538 ( 4,73) o
. Minnesota ' 4,618 ( 2739) . 5,040 (2.48) 5,000 ( 2.48) '
Mississippl I 2,867 (1.48) 2,757 ( 1%36) 2,688 (1.33)
. Missouri T . 4,531 ( 2.34) 4,804 ( 2.37) 4,946 ( 2.46) .
4 Montana o i,108 ¢ .57) 1,032 ( .51) " 1,001°(* .50)
" Nebraska 1,812 194). Y 1,949°( .9) - 1,883 ( .93)
fevada - To224 ( a2) 201 ( L14) 281 ( .14)
New Hampshire - 816 ( .42) 980 ( :48) . 1,041 ( .52) .
New Jersey 3,503 ( 1.81) 3,545 (1.75) -+ 3,442 ( L.71)
» 4 ! -
. . e
[ Bl c‘ - !
J le . e 'r*'
) ) 116,
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o ' Iy ;';-
. - : : d
Table 46 (Concluded) | N
= State o - $1,000 $1,500 - . $2.,000 '
N CNew Mexico  $ 1,001 ( 52)  § 920 ( .45) "§ 887 ( %44)
New York. ’ 14,358 (7.43) 15,124 ( 7.45) 14,593 ( 7,24)
g North Carolina 5,280 ( 2.73) 6,021 ( 2.97) 5,906 ( 2.93)
: North Dakota+  —° 975 ( .50) 936 ( .46) L 913°( J45) .
- Ohio "~ 7,796 -( 4.03) 8,105 ( 3.99) 8,442°( 4.19)
Oklahoma. 2744 ( 1.42) 2,632 ( 1.30) 2,561 ( 1.27) ’
Oregon 2,657 ( 1.37) 3,287 ( 1.62)° 3,260 ( 1.62),
Pefinsylvania - 8,025 ( 4.15) 8,497 ( 4.19) - 8,942 ( 4.44)
" Rhode Island B 704 ( .36) - 869 ( .43) 960 ( .48)
South Carolina ¢ 1,781 ( .92). . . 2,142 ( 1.06) 2,116 ( 1.05)
South Dakota 836 (. +43) L0956 ( LATY 956 ( .47)
_Tennessee 3,530 ( 1.83) *3,718 ( 1.83) 3,769 ( 1.87)
' Texas . = 11,369 ( 5.88) 11,476 ( 5.65) 11,680 (" 5.80) .
Utah 1,780 ( ..92) 2,008 ( .99) 1,933 ( .96) 2%%&
Verpont * 679 ( .35) 943 (  .46) - 9627(%..48)" D
Virginia . 3,376 ( 1.75) 3,396 ( 1.%7) 3,284 ( 1.63) K
“.  Washington 4,180 ( 2.16) | 4,043 ( 1.995 44,016 (.1.99) ’
: _ West Virginia 1,962 ("1.02) 2,110 (1.04) 2,099 ( 1.04)
Wisconsin . 3,656 ( 1.89) 3,601 ( 1.77) 3,529 ( 1.75) -
) - Wyoming . 508 ( .26) ‘585 ( .29) 582 ( .29) -
- Source: SRI. "
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analysig.

Suﬁmary'of the Model as a Poli;yfAnaLysiszool o R v”‘_' e

-7 . .

‘The preceding four analys%s.of Federal Studént Aid progfaﬁ modifica- - °

&L "

tlons hawve attempted to illustrhte the\pollcy analyses capabllltles of.

c

the ‘flow of funds model The 1eve1 of dlsaggregatlon upon mhlch the .

ERa
¢

model 1s based prov1des a detalled examlnatlon of the llkely meacts of

modlfled ‘student aid programs on the flow of aid across states, caEegorie~

' of lnstltutlons and types of students. The model provides a means of ef-
fectlvely organ121ng ‘the masslve quantlty of data that is currently avall-

'able on the dlstrlbutlon of ~student aid in a way that is useful for pollcy

» ) ) ¢ ~

Lo R ' ‘ : e )
- As more data and research results that are relevant for student ald

-

analys1s becomes avallable, a comprehen51ve £ramework will be needed to

,organlze all of the lnformatlon $o that polvcy questlons can be crltlcally

A

analy%ed in SUfflClent detall to prov1de useful pollcy lnformatlon. The

é S p——
floﬁ‘g% funds model developed and lllustrated in thls report ig an. example

of one'approach to such a pollcy'analys1s tool.
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